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To  Responsible  Agencies,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties:  DMm^^^liHi  aoS 

rUBLIU  LIBRARY 

A  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  above-referenced  project  is  being 
sent  to  you  because  you  have  been  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as  potentially  having  an  interest  in  the 
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San  Francisco  Public  Library 
100  Larkin  Street.  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

REFERENCE  BOOK 

Not  to  be  taken  from  the  Library 


and  provides  further  information  regarding  the  proposed  project  and  the 
i  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The  Initial  Study  is  either  attached  or  is  available  for 
r,  who  you  may  reach  at  (415)  558-5973  or  at  the  address  above. 

Department  has  determined  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared  for  the  proposed 
irding  whether  to  approve  the  project.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide 
:  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  to  identify  possible 
;s,  and  to  describe  and  analyze  possible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

he  EIR  are  welcomed.    In  order  for  your  concerns  to  be  fully  considered 
process,  we  would  appreciate  receiving  any  comments  you  may  have  about 
December  15,  2003.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  E.  Maltzer, 
Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San 


^sponsible  or  a  Trustee  Agency,  we  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency 
;  environmental  mformation  that  is  relevant  to  your  agency's  statutory 
proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a 
^t.  We  will  also  need  the  name  of  the  contact  person  for  your  agency. 

R  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the 
proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any  such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the 
information  contained  in  the  EIR. 

If  you  wish  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIR  directly  when  it  is  available  or  if  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
the  attached  materials  or  the  EIR  process,  please  contact  Art  Aguilar  at  the  address  or  telephone  number  shown 
above. 


Sincerely, 


il  Review  Officer 
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November  15,  2003 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


RE:      Case  No.  2003.0262E  -  Tenth/Market/Mission  Streets  Mixed-Use  Project 
^Notice  of  Preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 

NOV  1  8  2003 

To  Responsible  Agencies,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties:  ^MDi'^^'^'lli^^SS 

A  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  above-referenced  project  is  being 
sent  to  you  because  you  have  been  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as  potentially  having  an  interest  in  the 
project  or  the  project  area. 

An  Initial  Smdy  has  been  prepared  and  provides  further  information  regarding  the  proposed  project  and  the 
environmental  issues  to  be  considered  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The  Initial  Study  is  either  attached  or  is  available  for 
review  upon  request  from  Art  Aguilar,  who  you  may  reach  at  (415)  558-5973  or  at  the  address  above. 

As  stated  in  the  Notice,  the  Planning  Department  has  determined  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared  for  the  proposed 
project  prior  to  any  final  decision  regarding  whether  to  approve  the  project.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide 
information  about  potential  significant  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  to  identify  possible 
ways  to  minimize  the  significant  effects,  and  to  describe  and  analyze  possible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

Comments  concerning  the  scope  of  the  EIR  are  welcomed.  In  order  for  your  concerns  to  be  fully  considered 
throughout  the  environmental  review  process,  we  would  appreciate  receiving  any  comments  you  may  have  about 
issues  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIR  by  December  15,  2003.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  E.  Maltzer, 
Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94103. 

If  you  work  for  an  agency  that  is  a  Responsible  or  a  Trustee  Agency,  we  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency 
as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  that  is  relevant  to  your  agency's  statutory 
responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a 
permit  or  other  approval  for  this  project.  We  will  also  need  the  name  of  the  contact  person  for  your  agency. 

Please  note  that  preparation  of  an  EIR  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the 
proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any  such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the 
information  contained  in  the  EIR. 

If  you  wish  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIR  directly  when  it  is  available  or  if  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
the  attached  materials  or  the  EIR  process,  please  contact  Art  Aguilar  at  the  address  or  telephone  number  shown 
above. 


Sincerely, 
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NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION 
OF  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


Date  of  this  Notice:  November  15,  2003 


Lead  Agency:   San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

1660  Mission  Street  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 


Agency  Contact  Person:  Art  Aguilar 


Telephone:  (415)  558-5973 


Project  Title:  2003.0262E  Tenth/Market/Mission  Streets  Mixed-Use  Project 
Project  Sponsor:  Tenth  Street  Ventures 

Project  Contact  Person:  Todd  Saunders,  Meyers  Development  Company  Telephone: 


(415)  644-8333 


Project  Address:  Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s): 

Street;  Assessor's  Block  3507,  Lot  039 

City  and  County:  San  Francisco  


1407-1435  Market  Street;  18-70  Tenth  Street;  1400  Mission 


Project  Description:  The  project  site  is  at  1407-1435  Market  Street,  18-70  Tenth  Street,  and  1400  Mission  Street, 
at  Assessor's  Block  3507,  Lot  39,  and  is  located  in  the  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial)  Zoning  District  and 
in  the  150-S,  200-S,  and  320-S  Height  and  Bulk  Districts.  The  project  site  is  approximately  95,000  square  feet  on 
the  west  side  of  Tenth  Street  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  construct  a 
mixed-use  development  including  office,  affordable  housing,  parking,  ground  floor  retail,  and  other  community- 
serving  uses.  The  project  would  include  a  24-story,  320-foot-tall  office  building  fronting  Market  Street  which  would 
provide  municipal  offices  uses;  a  21 -story,  200-foot-tall  market-rate  housing  tower  fronting  Tenth  Street  which 
would  provide  up  to  220  units;  and  a  14-story,  135-foot-tall  affordable  senior  housing  tower  would  provide  up  to 
220  units.  The  project  would  include  approximately  513,250  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  office  space;  approximately 
316,000  gsf  of  residential  space;  approximately  12,750  gsf  of  retail  space;  approximately  31,750  gsf  of  lobbies, 
mechanical  and  storage  space;  approximately  24,000  gsf  of  residential  open  space;  approximately  10,000  gsf  of 
public  open  space,  and  133,300  gsf  of  parking  space  (approximately  313  spaces),  for  a  total  of  1,041,050  gsf  The 
proposed  project  would  require  demolition  of  seven  structures,  which  contain  approximately  166,700  gsf  of  vacant 
office  space  and  removal  of  155  surface  parking  spaces.  The  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Mid-Market 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  and  would  require  subdivision  of  the  site  into  at  least  two  parcels. 

THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Section  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064  (Determining  Significant 
Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the 
Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Smdy)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 

Written  comments  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR  will  be  accepted  until  the  close  of  business  on  December  15,  2(X)3,  at 
5:00  p.m.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  E.  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103. 

State  Agencies:  We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental 
information  that  is  germane  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your 
agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other  approval  for  this  project.  Please  include  the 
name  of  a  contact  person  at  your  agency  in  your  written  comments.  Thank  you. 


F^E.  Malt?<ff  y 
Environmemal  Review  Officer 


3  1223  07661  1806 


INITIAL  STUDY 


2003.0262E:  Tenth/Market/Mission  Streets  Mixed-Use  Project 
1.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site,  1407-1435  Market  Street,  18-70  Tenth  Street,  and  1400  Mission  Street,  is  Assessor's 
Block  3507,  Lot  39,  and  is  approximately  95,000  square  feet  (about  two  acres)  on  the  west  side  of 
Tenth  Street  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  adjacent  to  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  at 
Market  and  11th  Streets  (See  Figure  1,  p.  2).  The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-G  (Downtown  General 
Commercial)  Zoning  District  and  in  the  150-S,  200-S,  and  320-S  Height  and  Bulk  Districts.  The 
project  site  is  also  within  the  proposed  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  proposed  for 
designation  as  a  redevelopment  area  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  in  the  Market 
and  Octavia  Neighborhood  Plan  Area. 

The  proposed  project  is  intended  as  an  affordable  housing  project  with  a  municipal  office  building  to 
meet  the  long-term  occupancy  and  financial  objectives  of  the  City.  The  City's  intention  is  to 
consolidate  city  offices  currently  in  leased  space  in  the  Civic  Center  area  in  a  new  office  building  that 
would  be  owned  by  the  City.  The  project  may  require  minor  development  of  office  uses  for  non- 
municipal  purposes  and  may  also  require  development  of  market-rate  housing  for  financing  purposes. 
In  addition,  the  senior  affordable  housing  component  of  the  project  may  require  the  development  of 
two  separate  buildings. 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  the  demolition  of  seven  existing  vacant  office  buildings,  which 
range  in  height  from  two  to  four  stories  and  total  approximately  166,700  gross  square  feet  (gsf).  It 
would  also  require  demolition  of  155  currently  active  surface  parking  spaces  on  Tenth  Street  between 
Market  and  Mission  Streets,  and  construction  of  a  mixed-use  development  containing  office,  affordable 
housing,  parking,  retail,  and  other  community-serving  uses,  including  meeting  rooms.  The 
development  proposal  entails  subdivision  of  the  site  into  at  least  two  parcels. 
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For  purposes  of  the  environmental  analysis,  the  project  will  be  addressed  as  a  municipal  office  building 
on  Market  Street  (Market  Street  Office  Building),  a  market-rate  housing  building  on  Tenth  Street 
(Tenth  Street  Housing),  and  affordable  senior  housing  on  Mission  Street  (Mission  Street  Affordable 
Housing).  As  a  project  option,  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing  would  be  composed  of  two 
separately-funded  buildings  with  different  construction  schedules,  but  would  include  the  same  amount 
of  floor  area,  uses,  and  residential  units  as  the  proposed  project  (see  Figure  2,  p.  4).  As  shown  in 
Figure  2,  the  building  footprint  of  this  option  would  be  slightly  larger  and  with  different  massing  on 
the  rooftop  to  account  for  a  physical  separation  between  the  two  buildings. 

Preliminary  architecmral  plans  include  the  municipal  office  building  on  the  northern  portion  of  the  site 
(45,855  square  feet)  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Tenth  and  Market  Streets  (see  Figure 
2,  p.  4).  The  24-story,  approximately  320-foot-tall  office  building  would  include  about  513,250  gsf  of 
municipal  office  uses  (including  approximately  5,000  gsf  of  childcare  facilities)  and  one  level  of  below- 
grade  parking  for  approximately  83  vehicles.  The  total  parking  area  would  comprise  about  50.000  gsf. 
The  ground  floor  of  the  municipal  office  building  would  contain  a  reception  lobby;  a  public  plaza  with 
a  five-story,  65-foot-tall  atrium;  loading  facilities;  and  about  6.000  gsf  of  retail  uses  along  Market 
Street  (see  Figure  3,  p.  5).  Two  centrally  located  ser\'ice  drives  to  a  loading  and  parking  area  would 
be  accessed  from  Tenth  Street  between  the  office  and  housing  components.  Note  that  Figure  3 
illustrates  a  five-foot-wide  easement  between  the  existing  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  and  the  Market 
Street  Office  Building.  Bank  of  America  would  retain  this  easement  to  provide  access  to  its  building 
for  maintenance. 

The  senior  housing  component  would  be  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  (49,183  square  feet)  at  the 
northwest  corner  of  Tenth  and  Mission  Streets.  The  market-rate  housing  component  would  be  on  the 
western  side  of  the  Tenth  Street.  The  housing  would  include  about  316,000  gsf  in  a  two-tower 
configuration,  210,667  gsf  for  the  Tenth  Street  Housing,  and  105,333  gsf  for  the  Mission  Street 
Affordable  Housing.  Off-street  parking  for  about  230  vehicles,  160  spaces  for  the  Tenth  Street 
Housing  and  70  spaces  for  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing,  would  be  on  the  ground  floor  and 
on  one  level  partially  below  grade,  accessed  from  Tenth  Street  (see  Figure  3,  p.  5).  Total  parking  area 
would  be  about  83,300  gsf.  approximately  57.948  gsf  for  Tenth  Street  Housing  and  25,352  gsf  for 
Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing.    The  housing  would  also  contain  about  6,750  gsf  of  retail  uses. 
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Residential  open  space  would  be  provided  in  a  central  terrace  above  the  ground  floor,  between  and  to 
the  west  and  north  of  the  residential  towers  (see  Figure  4,  p.  7).  A  portion  of  Jessie  Street,  a  minor 
street  that  now  has  a  dead-end  segment  on  the  project  block,  would  be  vacated  as  part  of  the 
development. 

Figure  5,  p.  8,  illustrates  a  south  to  north  section  for  the  project  buildings  along  Tenth  Street.  Figure 
6,  p.  9,  is  an  elevation  of  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing,  and  Figure  7,  p.  10,  is  an  elevation 
of  the  Market  Street  Office  Building. 

As  described  above,  although  it  is  anticipated  that  the  majority  of  the  residential  development  would  be 
affordable  housing,  a  market-rate  housing  component  may  be  required  for  financing  purposes,  and  such 
a  program  has  been  assumed  for  the  Tenth  Street  Housing.  The  21 -story,  200-foot-tall  Tenth  Street 
Housing  would  have  up  to  220  units  (55  studios,  92  one-bedroom  units,  55  two-bedroom  units,  and  18 
three-bedroom  units).  The  14-story,  135-foot-tall  affordable  senior  housing  tower  would  have  up  to 
220  units  (157  studios  and  63  one-bedroom  units). 

Table  1,  p.  12,  summarizes  the  proposed  land  uses,  including  approximately  513,250  gsf  of  office 
(346,550  gsf  of  which  would  be  new),  and  133,300  gsf  of  parking  (109,300  gsf  of  which  would  be 
new).  The  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  following  amount  of  new  gross  floor  area: 
approximately  316,000  gsf  of  residential  space;  approximately  12,750  gsf  of  retail  space; 
approximately  31,750  gsf  of  lobbies,  mechanical,  and  storage  space;  approximately  24,(X)0  gsf  of 
residential  open  space;  and  approximately  10,000  gsf  of  public  open  space;  for  a  total  of  1,041,050  gsf 
of  development.  Approximately  873,750  gsf  would  be  considered  developed  area  for  the  purposes  of 
calculating  the  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  for  the  project  site. 

Project  construction  is  estimated  to  begin  upon  receipt  of  final  project  approvals  in  2005.  Construction 
would  require  approximately  24  months.  The  project  construction  cost  is  estimated  at  $189  million. 
The  project  sponsor  is  Tenth  Street  Ventures  LLC  (the  Venture).  The  Venture  is  a  partnership 
between  Citizens  Housing  Corporation  (CHC)  and  the  Tenderloin  Neighborhood  Development 
Corporation  (TNDC),  the  current  property  owners,  and  Myers  Development  Company  (MDC). 
TNDC  and  CHC,  as  developers  of  affordable  housing,  would  develop  the  housing  component;  MDC 
would  be  responsible  for  the  office  component.  MDC  would  also  assist  TNDC  and  CHC  in  the 
execution  of  the  residential  component. 
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14  FLOORS 


135'-10" 


1  FLOOR 
AT  16'-0" 


Proposed  Project 


Source:  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill;  Screampoint,  2003 


FIGURE  6 

Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing  -  South  Elevation 
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Source:  Skidmore.  Owings  &  Merrill,  Screampoint,  2003 


FIGURE  7 

Market  Street  Office  Building  -  North  Elevation 
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The  office  portion  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  strictly  comply  with  the  following  provisions  of 
the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (Planning  Code):  height  of  mechanical  space  above  height  limit, 
bulk  (primarily  upper  tower),  separation  of  towers  (west  property  line),  and  maximum  FAR  in  excess 
of  9.0  to  1.  The  housing  component  would  not  strictly  comply  with  the  Planning  Code  with  respect  to 
separation  of  towers  (west  property  line),  bulk  (plan  length),  parking  in  excess  of  accessory  amounts, 
location  of  rear  yard,  characteristics  of  usable  open  space  (height  of  adjoining  walls),  exposure  (Section 
140),  and  the  residential  density  would  exceed  the  basic  level  allowed  as  of  right  in  a  C-3-G.  The 
housing  component  also  would  be  in  excess  of  the  base  FAR  of  6.0  to  1.  The  project  sponsor  would 
not  be  required  to  purchase  transferable  development  rights  either  pursuant  to  Section  124(f)  or  to 
provisions  to  be  incorporated  in  a  Special  Use  District  (SUD)  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  as 
provided  in  Planning  Code  Section  235.  These  various  Planning  Code  exceedances  or  exceptions 
would  be  approved  either  as  part  of  the  new  SUD  or  through  some  combination  of  the  flexibility 
provided  under  Planning  Code  Section  309  (permit  review  in  C-3  Districts),  or  Section  303 
(conditional  use  approval  by  the  Plarming  Commission),  or  possibly  in  some  cases  through  the  variance 
process  under  Section  305  (approval  by  the  zoning  administrator).  Approval  of  the  vacation  of  the 
segment  of  Jessie  Street  on  the  site  would  require  action  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Board 
of  Supervisors,  and  the  parcel  or  subdivision  map  would  require  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

As  shown  in  Figure  1,  p.  2,  the  project  site  is  two  blocks  south  of  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center 
Plaza.'  The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-G  Zoning  District,  a  city  wide  and  regional  center  for  a  variety  of 
uses  including  retail,  offices,  hotels,  entertainment,  institutions,  and  high-density  residential.  Zoning 
near  the  project  site  is  primarily  C-3-G,  with  P  (Public)  Districts  to  the  north  associated  with  the  Civic 
Center,  C-M  (Heavy  Commercial)  to  the  south,  and  SLR  (Service/Light  Industrial/Residential  Mixed- 
Use  District)  further  south  associated  with  the  business  services,  light  industry,  and  wholesaling  of  the 
South-of-Market  area.  The  northern  half  of  the  site  is  in  the  320-S  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The 
southern  half  of  the  site  is  split  between  the  200-S  Height  and  Bulk  District,  and  the  150-S  Height  and 
Bulk  District.  Height  and  bulk  districts  in  the  project  vicinity  include  continuation  of  the  150-S,  200-S, 
and  320-S  districts  to  the  east  and  west  of  the  project  site.  Height  districts  on  the  north  side  of  Market 
Street  are  generally  80-X,  on  the  south  side  of  Market  Street  are  generally  120-X,  and  on  the  south 
side  of  Mission  Street  are  generally  130-L  and  160-M. 


'     While  Market  Street  and  Mission  Street  have  a  northeast-southwest  alignment,  by  convention,  locations  are 
referred  to  as  north  or  south  of  Market,  or  east  and  west  of  Tenth  Street,  or  parallel  streets. 
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TABLE  1 

PROPOSED  LAND  USES  AND  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Mission  Street 
Market  Street         Tenth  Street        Affordable  Senior 
Type  of  Use  Office  Building  Housing  Housing^  Project  Totals 


Office  (gsO^ 

513,250 

- 

— 

513,250 

Residential  (gsf) 

— 

210,667 

105,333 

316,000 

1^7 

919 

One  bedroom  (units) 

92 

63 

155 

Two  bedroom  (units) 

55 

55 

Three  bedroom  (units) 

18 

18 

Total  Residential  (units) 

220 

220 

440 

Retail  (gsf) 

6,000 

3,250 

3,500 

12,750 

Lobbies,  mechanical  and 

30,000 

875 

875 

31,750 

storage  (gsf) 

Subtotal  gsf 

549,250 

214,792 

109.708 

873  750 

Height  (exclusive  of 

320  feet 

200  feet 

135  feet 

135-320  feet 

mechanical  and  penthouse) 

24  stories 

21  stories 

14  stories 

14-24  stories 

Parking  (gsf) 

50,000 

57,948 

25,352 

133,300 

(83  spaces) 

(160  spaces) 

(70  spaces) 

(313  spaces) 

Residential  open  space  (gsf) 

16,000 

8,000 

24,000 

Public  open  space  (gsf) 

10,000 

10,000 

Service/Loading  (spaces) 

4  freight 

1  freight 

(shared) 

5  freight 

2  service 

2  service  vehicle 

4  service 

vehicle 

vehicle 

TOTAL  gsf 

609,250 

288,740 

143,060 

1,041,050 

Source:  Tenth  Street  Ventures  LLC,  2003. 
Notes: 

a  As  a  project  option,  the  14-siory  affordable  senior  housing  tower  would  be  composed  of  two  separate  buildings,  but 
would  include  the  same  amount  of  floor  area,  uses  and  residential  units  as  the  proposed  project.  The  building 
footprint  would  be  slightly  larger  to  accommodate  a  minimum  4-foot  clearance  between  the  buildings. 

b    The  office  uses  include  approximately  5,000  gsf  of  childcare  facilities. 

c    The  Planning  Code  does  not  include  parking  or  open  space  areas  in  calculating  FAR  gross  square  footage. 
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As  noted  above,  the  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Project  Area, 
which  would  generally  include  the  area  from  Fifth  Street  to  Tenth  Street  along  the  Market  and  Mission 
Streets  corridor.  The  project  site  also  falls  within  the  eastern  edge  of  the  proposed  Market  and  Octavia 
Neighborhood  Plan  area,  which  would  be  subject  to  a  comprehensive  set  of  land  use  controls,  urban 
design  guidelines,  and  other  improvements  aimed  at  encouraging  new  housing  development  and 
enhancing  urban  neighborhoods.  The  proposed  Market  and  Octavia  Neighborhood  Plan  area 
encompasses  an  area  approximately  from  Tenth  Street  to  the  east  to  Noe  Street  to  the  west,  north  along 
the  former  Central  Freeway  alignment  to  Turk  Street  between  Laguna  and  Franklin  Streets,  and  south 
along  Howard  and  Sixteenth  Streets. 

Land  uses  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site  are  a  mix  of  residential,  office,  retail,  hotel, 
industrial/ warehouse,  and  parking.  Office  and  retail  uses  are  located  to  the  west;  mixed-use  (including 
residential)  to  the  north;  mixed-use,  parking,  and  retail  to  the  east;  and  hotel,  industrial/warehouse,  and 
residential  to  the  south.  Buildings  in  the  area  generally  range  from  two  to  four  stories  and  eight  to  27 
stories.  Buildings  in  the  area  cover  the  majority  of  their  site  and  are  built  out  to  the  sidewalk. 

To  the  west  of  the  project  site,  between  Tenth  and  11th  Streets,  is  the  approximately  15-story  Bank  of 
America  Data  Center  building.  An  additional  eight-story  Bank  of  America  office  building  fronts 
Market  Street  between  11th  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Further  west,  mixed-use  residential  and  retail 
buildings  predominate.  The  Van  Ness  MUNI  Metro  Station  is  one  block  west  on  Market  Street.  To 
the  north,  buildings  on  Market  Street  directly  opposite  from  the  project  site  include  a  one-story 
building  with  community  service  offices  and  a  three-story  hotel  with  ground-floor  retail.  At  the 
northeast  comer  of  Polk  and  Market  Streets  is  the  27-story  Fox  Plaza  mixed-use  office/residential 
tower  with  ground-floor  retail.  To  the  east  of  the  project  site  on  Market  Street  between  Tenth  and 
Ninth  Streets  is  the  San  Francisco  Furniture  Mart  (SF  Mart),  an  approximately  835,000  gsf,  11-story 
wholesale  furnishings  showroom  building.  Also  across  Tenth  Street  is  the  ten-story  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  Temporary  Office  Building  at  875  Stevenson  Street.  Between  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets 
on  Tenth  Street  is  a  surface  parking  lot  containing  approximately  168  parking  spaces.  The  King  Diner 
is  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Tenth  and  Mission  Streets.  The  Civic  Center  BART/MUNI  Metro  station 
is  near  the  intersection  of  Market  and  Eighth  Streets,  with  one  entrance  two  blocks  east  of  the  project 
site  on  Market  Street.  To  the  south,  across  Mission  Street,  are  a  one-story  tire  shop,  a  five-story  office 
building,  and  a  seven-story  self-storage  facility.  Uses  on  Mission  Street  in  this  area  are  mostly  one-  to 
four-story  office,  retail,  and  light  industrial  buildings. 
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II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A  public  scoping  meeting  was  held  on  June  18,  2003,  to  describe  the  CEQA  process  and  receive 
comments  from  the  public  on  the  scope  of  the  environmental  analysis.  The  project  sponsors  also 
presented  the  proposed  project.  No  comments  were  received  with  regard  to  the  scope  of  the 
environmental  analysis. 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

This  Initial  Study  examines  the  project  to  identify  potential  effects  on  the  environment.  On  the  basis  of 
this  study,  project-specific  effects  that  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially  significant  relate  to  visual 
quality,  transportation,  air  quality,  shadows,  and  wind.  These  issues  will  be  analyzed  in  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Land  use  and  planning  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  for 
informational  purposes.  Topics  noted  "TO  BE  DETERMINED"  mean  that  discussion  in  the  EIR  will 
enable  a  determination  of  whether  or  not  there  would  be  a  significant  impact. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  effects  of  the  project  have  been  determined  to  be  either  insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated  to 
insignificance  through  measures  included  in  the  project:  population  and  housing,  noise,  utilities  and 
public  services,  biology,  geology  and  topography,  water,  energy  and  natural  resources,  hazards,  and 
cultural  resources  (historic  and  archaeological  resources).  These  issues  are  discussed  below  and 
require  no  further  environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR.  All  mitigation  measures  listed  on  pp.  50-55  have 
been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  and  will  be  incorporated  in  the  project. 

This  Initial  Study  addresses  the  cumulative  impacts  of  topics  that  have  been  determined  to  be  either 
insignificant  or  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the  project.  These  cumulative  impacts 
reference  information  and  conclusions  in  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EIR,^  or 
cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  other  known  projects  in  the  site  vicinity,  as  appropriate. 
Cumulative  impacts  of  other  topics  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan, 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  file  Case  No.  2002.0805E  (SCH  2001082084), 
certified  September  18,  2003.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the 
Planning  Deparinieni,  1660  Mission  Street,  5ih  Floor. 
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III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 


A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 


Not  Applicable 


Discussed 


1. 


Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 
changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 
Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 


X 


2. 


Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or 
Region,  if  applicable. 


X 


The  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs  permitted  uses, 
densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings 
(or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed  project  conforms  to 
the  Planning  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code. 

The  project  would  require  approval  pursuant  to  Section  309  of  the  Planning  Code,  which  sets  forth  a 
design  review  process  for  all  projects  within  the  C-3  districts.  Pursuant  to  that  section,  the  Planning 
Commission  may  approve  or  disapprove  various  aspects  of  the  project  related  to  height,  bulk,  parking 
and  loading,  open  space,  landscaping,  and  other  aspects  of  the  project's  design. 

The  Planning  Code  permits  high-density  office,  residential,  and  retail  uses  in  the  C-3-G  Zoning 
District.  Off-street  parking  accessory  to  such  principal  uses  up  to  certain  limits  is  allowed  and  is 
determined  by  reference  to  code  requirements  or,  in  the  case  of  certain  approvals,  according  to 
determinations  by  the  Planning  Commission  regarding  the  amount  of  parking  adequate  or  required  to 
serve  such  uses.  As  part  of  Section  309  review,  the  Planning  Commission  may  require  or  approve 
replacement  of  short-term  parking  and  determine  the  amount  of  off-street  parking  necessary  to  serve 
proposed  uses.  Off-street  parking  in  excess  of  accessory  amounts  is  a  conditional  use  in  the  C-3-G 
Zoning  District  and  is  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Planning  Commission  at  a  public  hearing 
under  Section  303  of  the  Planning  Code,  or  possibly  through  the  variance  process  under  Section  305. 
As  part  of  such  review,  the  Commission  may  determine  the  amount  that  is  necessary  or  desirable  for, 
and  compatible  with,  the  neighborhood,  and  not  be  detrimental  to  the  health,  safety,  convenience,  or 
general  welfare  of  persons  residing  or  working  in  the  vicinity  and  not  adversely  affect  the  General  Plan 
[Section  303(c)(1),  (2),  and  (3)]. 
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The  320-S  Height  and  Bulk  District  permits  construction  to  a  height  of  320  feet;  the  200-S  Height  and 
Bulk  District  permits  construction  to  a  height  of  200  feet;  and  the  150-S  Height  and  Bulk  District 
permits  construction  to  a  height  of  150  feet  (plus  allowed  mechanical  space).  The  northern  half  of  the 
project  site  is  in  a  320-S  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  maximum  height  of  the  proposed  Market  Street 
Office  Building  would  be  about  320  feet  to  the  rooftop  with  mechanical  space  rising  an  additional  20 
feet.  The  proposed  Tenth  Street  Housing  would  be  within  the  200-S  Height  and  Bulk  District;  the 
building  would  be  about  200  feet  to  the  rooftop.  The  proposed  Mission  Street  Affordable  Senior 
Housing  tower  (or  towers  with  the  project  option)  would  be  in  the  150-S  Height  and  Bulk  District;  the 
building  would  be  about  135  feet  to  the  rooftop  under  either  option.  Rooftop  mechanical  space  on  the 
residential  buildings  would  extend  the  building  heights  4  to  10  feet  (such  features  are  not  occupied 
space  and  would  not  count  towards  the  building's  height  limit  per  Planning  Code  Section  260(b)). 

The  total  size  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  about  1,041,050  gsf  (including  parking  and  open  space 
areas  not  typically  included  in  FAR).  In  the  C-3-G  District,  a  6:1  FAR  is  allowed  by  right,  with  a 
maximum  allowable  FAR  of  9:1  through  the  use  of  transferable  development  rights  (TDR)  under 
Section  128  of  the  Planning  Code.  Although  both  the  office  and  housing  portions  of  the  project  would 
exceed  the  base  FAR  of  6.0  to  1,  neither  would  require  TDR.  Planning  Code  Section  124(f)  excepts 
affordable  housing  in  C-3-G  Districts  from  TDR  requirements,  and  the  FAR/TDR  requirement  would 
not  apply  to  a  City-owned  project.  In  any  event,  the  proposed  SUD  is  intended  to  confirm  that  neither 
component  would  require  use  of  TDR.  The  actual  FAR  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  determined 
based  on  a  review  of  the  proposed  floor  plans  and  may  be  subject  to  future  Planning  Commission 
determinations.  Preliminary  calculations  indicate  that  the  project  would  exceed  the  permitted  base  6:1 
FAR.  The  project  application  would  include  a  zoning  change  to  an  SUD  for,  among  other  items, 
exceeding  the  FAR  for  the  Market  Street  Office  Building,  and  for  exceeding  the  maximum  residential 
density  for  the  Tenth  Street  Housing  and  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing. 

As  noted  above,  the  office  portion  of  the  project  would  be  owned  by  the  City  and  occupied  by  City 
offices  after  the  completion  of  construction.  Certain  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  are  applicable  to 
City-owned  buildings  (including  height  and  bulk  limits)  while  certain  other  provisions  are  not  (for 
example,  the  City  is  not  required  to  obtain  an  office  space  authorization  under  Section  320  of  the 
Planning  Code). 

The  land  uses  proposed  for  the  project  site  are  contained  within,  and  are  generally  consistent  with,  the 
development  scenarios  of  the  proposed  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  and  analyzed  in  that  Final 
EIR.     As  noted  on  pp.  14-16  of  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EIR,  development 
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scenarios  for  implementation  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  evaluated  a  range  of  uses  in  the 
proposed  redevelopment  area,  including  high-density  office  and  residential  uses.  The  Draft 
Redevelopment  Plan  proposes  that  its  land  use  goals  would  be  primarily  implemented  through  existing 
Planning  Code  controls,  and  the  proposed  Mid-Market  SUD.  The  proposed  project  would  respond  to 
the  high-density  office  and  residential  land  use  goals  anticipated  as  part  of  the  Draft  Mid-Market 
Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  proposed  Market  and  Octavia  Neighborhood  Plan  area  encompasses  the  neighborhoods  along 
Market  Street  from  about  Ninth  Street  to  the  east  to  Noe  Street  to  the  west,  north  along  the  former 
Central  Freeway  alignment  to  Turk  Street  between  Laguna  and  Franklin  Streets,  and  south  along 
Howard  and  16th  Streets.  The  plan  proposes  a  comprehensive  set  of  land  use  controls,  urban  design 
guidelines,  public  streets,  and  transportation  system  improvements  aimed  at  encouraging  new  housing 
developments  and  enhancing  urban  neighborhoods.  Among  proposed  Market  and  Octavia 
Neighborhood  Plan  components,  use  and  height  policies  would  increase  the  potential  for  residential 
development  along  major  streets  such  as  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  The  zoning  elements  within  the 
proposed  Market  and  Octavia  Neighborhood  Plan  would  not  change  controls  for  the  project  site.  The 
proposed  Tenth  and  Market  Street  project  would  be  complimentary  to  the  goals  of  the  proposed  Market 
and  Octavia  Neighborhood  Plan  area  and  would  not  be  expected  to  conflict  with  any  of  its  initiatives. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies  directly  address  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or 
standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical 
environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such 
adopted  environmental  plans  or  policies. 

The  City's  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use  decisions, 
contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  proposed  project  would  not 
obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  policy.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  with  the 
General  Plan  are  considered  by  decision  makers  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as 
part  of  the  decision  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not 
identified  here  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  priority  policies.  These 
policies  are:     preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of 
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neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of 
commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office 
development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  maximization  of 
earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space. 
Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Suidy  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or 
change  of  use,  and  prior  to  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General 
Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  priority  policies.  The 
applications  filed  by  the  project  sponsor  include  the  case  report  for  the  SUD,  Planning  Code  Section 
309  review,  and  possible  conditional  use  approval  and/or  variances  under  Section  305.  Subsequent 
motions  for  the  Planning  Commission  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the  proposed 
project  is  in  compliance  with  the  eight  priority  policies. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

1.  Land  Use  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 

established  community?  _         X  X 

b.  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 

character  of  the  vicinity?  _         2£  ^ 


The  proposed  project  would  develop  three  buildings  with  office,  residential,  ground-floor  retail, 
community-serving  uses  such  as  meeting  rooms,  and  parking,  and  would  replace  seven  vacant  office 
buildings  and  surface  parking.  The  project  option  would  result  in  the  same  uses,  except  that  the 
Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing  would  be  constructed  in  two  buildings,  which  would  not  affect  the 
land  use  discussion  below.  Land  use  would  change  from  medium-density  office  and  surface  parking  to 
high-density  office  and  residential  with  ground-floor  retail  and  garage  parking. 

The  proposed  office  building  would  provide  approximately  513,250  gsf  of  office,  6,000  gsf  of  retail, 
and  30,000  gsf  of  lobby  and  mechanical  space,  including  approximately  5,000  gsf  of  childcare  facilities 
and  83  parking  spaces.  The  residential  buildings  would  provide  up  to  440  residential  units,  or 
approximately  316,000  gsf  of  residential  uses,  6,750  gsf  of  retail  uses,  and  about  230  parking  spaces. 
In  addition,  this  project  would  make  available  existing  office  space  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  since  the 
project  would  relocate  existing  municipal  uses  from  leased  space  in  the  Civic  Center  area  to  the  project 
site. 
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The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-G  (Downtown-General  Commercial)  Zoning  District,  which  permits 
high-density  residential  uses,  high-density  office  uses,  and  retail  uses.  Land  uses  in  the  vicinity  include 
residential,  retail,  hotel,  office,  institutional  uses,  and  parking.  Most  of  the  buildings  fronting  Market 
and  Mission  Streets  have  ground-floor  retail  space  and  are  built  out  to  the  sidewalk  and  property  lines. 
Existing  residential,  hotel,  parking,  and  office  uses  with  ground-floor  retail  uses  predominate  on 
Market,  Mission,  and  Tenth  Streets  in  the  project  vicinity. 

While  the  proposed  project  would  increase  the  density  of  office  use  and  introduce  new  residential  uses 
at  the  site,  the  project  would  be  consistent  with  existing  uses  on  the  site  and  in  the  project  vicinity, 
including  office  and  residential  use  along  Market  Street.  The  project  would  redevelop  the  site  with  a 
greater  density  than  currently  exists  on  the  site,  but  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established  community. 

The  proposed  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Area.  The  proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan  calls  for  increased  and  high-density  office,  retail,  and  housing  (up  to  3,330  new 
units)  in  the  Mid-Market  area.  The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  amount  of  high-density 
residential,  office  and  retail  uses,  consistent  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  While  the  project  would 
increase  densities  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  site  and  in  the  immediate  vicinity  compared  to  existing 
conditions,  the  project  would  be  generally  compatible  with  uses  planned  or  under  construction  in  the 
project  vicinity. 

The  project  is  also  within  the  proposed  Market  and  Octavia  Neighborhood  Plan  area;  that  plan  would 
concentrate  mixed-use  activities  along  established  commercial  streets,  encourage  new  housing  close  to 
transit  and  services,  and  suggest  guidelines  for  new  private  development  as  well  as  improvements  to 
the  streetscapes,  which  would  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  Tenth  and  Market  Street  project. 

The  Mid-Market  and  Market  and  Octavia  Plan  areas  are  currently  undergoing  transition,  and  the 
proposed  project  and  other  major  developments  on  the  project  block  are  part  of  a  trend  to  increase  the 
amount  of  high-density  residential  and  commercial  uses,  as  described  above.  While  the  project  would 
increase  densities  on  the  project  site  and  in  the  immediate  vicinity  compared  to  existing  conditions,  the 
project  would  be  generally  compatible  with  planned  or  under-construction  uses  on  the  project  block. 
Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the 
,  vicinity,  nor  would  it  conflict  with  any  proposed  or  adopted  plans  of  the  City. 
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The  project  would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  land  use;  however,  this  topic  will  be  discussed  in  the 
EIR  for  informational  purposes.  The  scale  of  the  project  in  relation  to  the  surrounding  environment 
will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  under  the  topic  of  Visual  Quality. 


2. 


Visual  Quality  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a 


Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 
aesthetic  effect? 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


b 


Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view 
or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas? 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


c 


Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially 
impacting  other  properties? 


X 


X 


The  proposed  project  would  change  close-  and  medium-range  views  of  the  project  site  from  Market, 
Mission,  Tenth,  and  other  nearby  streets,  as  well  as  longer-distance  views  from  public  locations 
including  Civic  Center  Plaza,  Buena  Vista  Park,  Dolores  Park,  and  Interstate  80  (1-80).  Views  of  the 
seven  existing  buildings  ranging  from  two-  to  four-stories  tall  (25  to  45  feet  tall)  would  be  replaced 
with  views  of  three  buildings  ranging  from  14  to  25  stories  in  height  (135  to  320  feet  tall).  The  project 
option  would  result  in  the  same  views  of  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing,  since  the  height  would 
be  demonstrably  similar  and  the  increase  in  footprint  would  occur  within  the  interior  of  the  project  site; 
neither  of  these  considerations  would  affect  the  visual  quality  discussion  below.  The  EIR  will  evaluate 
the  impact  of  changes  in  views  of  the  project  site  from  these  locations  to  determine  whether  the  project 
would  have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  effect  or  significantly  impact  scenic  public  views  or 
vistas.  This  discussion  in  the  EIR  will  include  an  assessment  of  the  project's  design  and  appearance  in 
relation  to  the  scale  of  surrounding  development. 

Additional  light  introduced  by  the  proposed  project  would  include  night-time  illumination  and  outdoor 
lighting  typical  of  buildings  in  the  City.  The  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Mirrored  glass  would  not  be 
used,  and  no  other  aspect  of  the  building  design  would  result  in  light  or  glare  substantially  affecting 
other  properties.  The  EIR,  therefore,  will  not  discuss  light  or  glare. 

Cumulative  impacts  related  to  visual  quality  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
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3. 


Population  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a 


Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of 
population? 


X 


X 


b 


Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving 
either  housing  or  employment)? 


X 


X 


c 


Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce 
the  housing  supply? 


X 


X 


No  existing  residential  units  are  located  on  the  project  site.  The  proposed  development  of  up  to  440 
market-rate  family  housing  and/or  affordable  senior  housing  units  would  result  in  a  population  of 
approximately  880  residents  (see  Table  2).^ 

The  project  option  would  result  in  the  same  number  of  units  and  residents;  the  discussion  below  would 
apply  to  the  project  option.  The  increase  in  resident  population  represents  growth  at  the  project  site, 
but  the  approximately  two-acre  site  is  relatively  large  and,  therefore,  in  terms  of  density  of 
development,  the  increase  would  not  be  significant.  In  addition,  in  the  context  of  the  overall 
population,  this  would  not  be  a  substantial  increase. 

The  increase  in  housing  units  and  resident  population  each  represent  less  than  one  percent  of  the 
projected  housing  and  population  growth  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  by  2020."  During  the  period 
1990-2000,  the  number  of  new  housings  units  completed  citywide  ranged  from  a  low  of  about  380  units 
(1993)  to  a  high  of  about  2,065  units  (1990)  per  year.  The  citywide  annual  average  over  that  11-year 
period  was  about  1,130  units. ^ 


Based  on  population  growth  projections  of  two  persons  per  unit,  as  cited  in  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment 
Plan,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  Case  No.  2002.0805E  (SCH  2001082084), 
certified  September  18,  2003.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5""  Floor. 
"     Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  2002. 

^     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Final  Draft  for  Public  Review-Housing  Element 
Revision  of  the  General  Plan,  September  18,  2003,  p.  25. 
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TABLE  2. 

PROPOSED  PROJECT  RESIDENTIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  POPULATION 

Market  Street 

Office         Tenth  Street       Mission  Street  Project 
Population  Type  Building  Housing       Affordable  Housing'  Totals 

Residents^ 

Market-Rate  Housing 

Senior  Affordable  Housing 
TOTAL  RESIDENTS 
Employees 

Office'  2,030 

Retail"  ^  17 

Housing-related  Maintenance 
and  Security*" 

TOTAL  EMPLOYEES  2,047 

Source:  Tenth  Street  Ventures,  LLC,  2003. 
Notes 

a      If  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing  were  constructed  as  two  buildings,  the  population  and 

employment  would  be  the  same, 
b     Average  population  per  household  for  new  market-rate  units  and  new  senior  affordable  housing  units  is 

assumed  to  be  2.0  persons  per  unit  based  on  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EJR,  pp.  47-48, 

for  all  housing  types.  (440  units  x  2.0  persons  per  unit  =  880  residents) 
c     Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill,  Conceptual  Building  Program,       and  Market  Municipal  Office 

Building,  July  22,  2003,  identifies  capacity  of  employees, 
d     Estimates  for  number  of  retail  employees  was  taken  from  the  San  Francisco  Transportation  Analysis 

Guidelines,  October  2002.  Retail  =  1  employee  per  350  gsf. 
e     An  estimate  of  two  employees  per  50  dwelling  units  for  housing-related  management,  maintenance  and 

security  employment  is  based  on  density  factors  identified  in  Table  C.6,  Density  Factors  and 

Assumptions  for  Estimating  Employment  for  the  Proposed  Project,  Mission  Bay  Subsequent  Final  EIR, 

Volume  IV,  p.  C.4,  September  17,  1998,  SCH  No.  97092068. 

In  March  2001,  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  projected  regional  needs  in  the 
Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination  (RHND)  1999-2006  allocation.  The  projected  need  of  the 
City  for  2006  is  20,372  dwelling  units,  or  an  average  yearly  need  of  2,716  net  new  dwelling  units. 
The  proposed  project  would  add  up  to  440  new  residential  units  to  the  City's  housing  stock  towards 
meeting  this  need.  The  proposed  housing  would  help  to  address  the  City's  broader  need  for  additional 
housing  in  a  citywide  context  in  which  job  growth  and  in-migration  outpace  the  provision  of  new 
housing.  The  project  would  also  respond  to  the  housing  demand  generated  by  the  increase  in 
employees  associated  with  the  proposed  office  uses,  retail  uses,  and  residential  uses  (see  discussion 
below).    As  noted  in  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EIR,  an  increased  proportion  of 


440 
440 


440 
440 


440 
440 
880 


10 
9 


2,030 
36 
18 


18 


19 


2,084 
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housing  growth  is  projected  in  the  Mid-Market  area  (from  existing  0.5  percent  to  projected  1.25 
percent  of  City  wide  growth).  The  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  projects  that  about  3,330  new 
residential  units  would  be  constructed  in  the  Mid-Market  area,  which  includes  the  project  site.^  The 
proposed  project,  involving  a  net  increase  of  up  to  440  units  on  the  site,  would  represent  about  one- 
eighth  of  the  planned  residential  growth  in  the  area.  The  proposed  project  would  not  displace  any 
residents,  because  no  residential  uses  exist  on  the  project  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  displace  up  to  two  full-time  equivalent  employees  associated  with  the 
parking  lot;  the  office  buildings  are  vacant.'  This  displacement  would  not  be  a  significant  impact  on 
overall  employment  in  the  City.  Approximately  2,080  people  would  be  employed  at  the  project  site 
(see  Table  2,  p.  22).  As  a  result,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  employment  of  about  2,078  people 
associated  with  the  project.  The  total  increase  in  population  and  employment  at  the  site,  a  total  of 
about  880  net  new  residents  and  about  2,078  net  new  employees,  would  not  be  significant  relative  to 
the  amount  of  residents  and  employees  within  the  project  vicinity,  nor  would  it  be  significant  with 
regard  to  expected  increases  in  the  population  and  employment  of  San  Francisco.  As  stated  in  the 
project  description,  the  City's  intention  is  to  consolidate  city  offices  from  leased  space  in  the  Civic 
Center  area  to  city-owned  office  space  on  the  project  site.  The  vacated  Civic  Center  office  space 
would  be  available  for  lease  by  other  parties. 

While  the  proposed  project  would  increase  population  and  employment  at  the  site  compared  to  existing 
conditions,  the  project  effects  would  be  consistent  with  growth  projected  in  the  Mid-Market  vicinity. 
The  proposed  project,  therefore,  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  impact  upon  population  or 
employment. 

For  the  reasons  described  above,  no  significant  physical  environmental  effects  on  population  would 
occur.  The  EIR,  therefore,  will  not  address  this  topic. 


*     San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan, 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  Case  No.  2002.0805E  (SCH  2001082084), 
certified  September  18,  2003,  p.  187.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at 
the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 

'     Alex  Galovich,  Citizens  Housing  Corporation,  personal  communication  regarding  existing  employment  at  the 
project  site,  September  26,  2003. 
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4. 


Transportation/Circulation  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes      No  Discussed 


a.  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and  capacity 
of  the  street  system? 

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 
causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 
patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards? 

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or 
proposed  transit  capacity? 

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing 
parking  facilities? 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  on  the  local  transportation  system.  The  EIR  will  discuss 
project  impacts  related  to  transportation  and  circulation,  including  intersection  operations,  transit, 
pedestrian  circulation,  parking,  and  freight  loading,  during  both  construction  and  operation.  As  the 
project  option  would  result  in  the  same  program  of  uses  with  associated  traffic,  parking,  and  loading 
supply  and  demand  estimates,  the  project  analysis  would  apply  to  this  option. 

5.  Noise  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for 

adjoining  areas?  _         X  X 

b.  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if 

applicable?  _        X  X 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise 

levels?  _         X  X 

The  existing  background  noise  levels  in  the  project  area  are  typical  of  noise  levels  in  urban  San 
Francisco.  The  primary  source  of  noise  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  traffic.  Other  sources  of 
noise  include  construction  of  other  projects  within  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  and  other  common 
urban  noises  such  as  idling  engines,  back-up  alarms  on  delivery  trucks,  and  exiting  car  alarms  for 
pedestrians  near  exits  to  parking  structures.  The  nearest  sensitive  receptors  to  the  proposed  project 
area  are  the  existing  residential  uses  of  the  27-story  Fox  Plaza  residential  and  office  tower  at  Market 
Street  and  Polk  Street  and  the  proposed  project's  residents  and  childcare  occupants.  The  project  option 
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would  result  in  the  same  uses,  except  that  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing  would  be  constructed 
in  two  buildings,  which  would  not  affect  the  noise  discussion  below.  Impacts  would  be  the  same  as 
described  for  the  proposed  project  below. 

Construction  Noise  and  Vibration 

The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  over  approximately  two  years,  and  may  extend  longer, 
depending  on  the  final  development  schedule  for  the  housing,  as  office  and  housing  development  would 
not  likely  occur  simultaneously.  Demolition  is  expected  to  last  about  one-and-a-half  months. 
Excavation  and  shoring  is  expected  to  last  about  three-and-a-half  months.  The  project's  foundation 
phase  would  last  approximately  two  months.  Framing  and  build-out  of  the  building  exteriors  would 
last  approximately  12  months.  Completion  of  the  interiors  would  be  expected  to  last  five  months. 
During  the  majority  of  construction  activity,  noise  levels  would  be  above  existing  levels  in  the  project 
area.  Construction  noise  would  fluctuate  depending  on  the  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and 
duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  There 
would  be  times  when  noise  could  interfere  with  indoor  activities  in  nearby  residences,  offices,  and 
other  businesses  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  such  as  during  pile-driving  activities.  It  is  likely  that  the 
office  component  would  be  completed  before  the  housing;  therefore,  future  residents  of  the  proposed 
project  would  not  be  directly  affected  by  the  office  construction  noise. 

The  project  would  include  pile  driving.  Pile  driving  would  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibrations  that 
could  be  considered  an  annoyance  by  pedestrians  and  occupants  of  nearby  buildings.  In  general, 
piledriving  noise  could  be  about  90  decibels  (dBA)  during  impact  at  about  100  feet  from  the  site.  (Fox 
Plaza  residents  are  approximately  100  feet  from  the  project  site.)  Pile  driving  would  be  expected  to 
last  two  to  four  months.  Noise  levels  at  receptors  near  the  project  site  would  depend  on  their  distance 
from  the  source  and  on  the  presence  or  absence  of  noise  barriers.  Pile  driving  noise  would  be  most 
noticeable  directly  adjacent  to  the  construction  site.  Implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  1  on  p.  49 
would  reduce  potential  pile  driving  noise  and  vibration  effects  on  structures  and  building  occupants  to 
less  than  significant. 

All  demolition  and  construction  activities  would  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from 
individual  pieces  of  construction  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a  distance 
of  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools,  such  as  jackhammers  and  impact  wrenches,  must  have  both 
intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.   Section  2908  of  the 
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Noise  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  woric  between  8:00  PM  and  7:00  AM,  if  noise  would  exceed 
the  ambient  noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by 
the  Director  of  Public  Works.  The  project  demolition  and  construction  operations  would  not  occur 
within  these  hours  and  would  comply  with  the  Noise  Ordinance  requirements.  Compliance  with  the 
Noise  Ordinance  is  required  by  law  and,  along  with  the  mitigation  measure  outlined  above,  would 
reduce  potential  noise  and  vibration  impacts  on  the  environment  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
Therefore,  construction  noise  from  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment. 

Cumulative  Construction  Noise 

Cumulative  noise  effects  from  proposed  projects  in  the  vicinity,  such  as  the  State  Compensation 
Insurance  Fund  building  at  55  Ninth  Street  and  the  Mercy  Housing  project  at  1340-1390  Mission  Street 
at  Tenth  Street,  are  not  considered  significant  given  the  different  locations  for  each  project  with  regard 
to  existing  sensitive  receptors  like  Fox  Plaza,  different  construction  schedules,  and  extent  of  pile- 
driving  activities.  For  example,  the  three  projects  are  on  three  different  city  blocks:  the  55  Ninth 
Street  project  is  on  the  east  side  of  Ninth  Street  between  Mission  and  Market  Streets,  the  Mercy 
Housing  project  is  near  Jessie  Street  between  Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets,  and  the  proposed  project  is  on 
the  west  side  of  Tenth  Street.  These  other  construction  sites  would  be  shielded  from  direct  effects  on 
Fox  Plaza,  the  nearest  sensitive  receptor,  by  other  existing  development.  Effects  on  uses  to  the  south 
would  be  limited  to  commercial  and  industrial  uses,  as  there  are  no  sensitive  receptors  in  that  area. 
Only  the  proposed  project  would  include  pile  driving.  No  pile  driving  would  be  necessary  for  the  55 
Ninth  Street  and  Mercy  Housing  projects.  While  each  of  these  projects  is  on  a  similar  timeline  and 
currently  undergoing  project  review,  the  24-month  or  so  construction  schedule  for  each  is  not  likely  to 
occur  simultaneously.  If  the  construction  schedules  do  overlap,  the  noise  generated  by  these  efforts 
would  be  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and  would  be  temporary,  intermittent,  and 
therefore  less-than-significant.  For  these  reasons,  cumulative  construction  noise  will  not  be  addressed 
in  the  EIR. 

Based  on  the  above  analysis,  no  analysis  of  construction  noise  or  vibration  will  be  presented  in  the 
EIR. 

Traffic  Noise 

The  most  significant  existing  source  of  noise  throughout  most  of  San  Francisco  is  traffic.  This  is  true 
of  the  project  area  because  of  its  proximity  to  traffic  on  Market,  Mission,  and  Tenth  Streets,  and 
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MUNI  bus  lines  along  Market,  Mission,  and  11th  Streets.  The  nearest  sensitive  receptors  to  the 
project  site  are  the  residential  uses  at  Fox  Plaza  across  Market  Street. 

An  approximate  doubling  of  traffic  volumes  in  the  area  would  be  necessary  to  produce  an  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people.  Traffic  volumes  in  the  project  area  would  increase,  but 
would  not  be  expected  to  double  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project;*  therefore,  substantial  increases  in 
traffic  noise  levels  would  not  be  anticipated.  Furthermore,  vehicular  activity  associated  with  project 
operation  would  not  result  in  noise  levels  perceptibly  greater  than  those  that  presently  exist  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  site.  Vehicular  noise  created  by  the  project  operation  would  be  due  to  additional 
automobile  traffic  and  truck  deliveries.  For  these  reasons,  traffic  noise  impacts  would  not  be 
significant  and  will  not  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

Building  Equipment  Noise 

The  proposed  project  could  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  fan  units  and  ventilators,  which 
could  produce  operational  noise.  The  proposed  project  would  also  include  a  diesel  generator,  which 
would  be  kept  in  noise-attenuating  enclosures,  to  provide  back-up  electric  service  during  emergencies. 
During  power  failures,  the  generator  could  operate  for  72  hours  to  provide  electricity  to  critical 
building  functions.  The  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance, 
San  Francisco  Police  Code  Section  2909,  Fixed  Source  Levels,  which  regulates  mechanical  equipment 
noise.  Because  substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due  to  building  equipment  noise  would 
not  be  anticipated,  no  associated  significant  impact  on  the  environment  would  occur;  thus,  the  EIR  will 
not  discuss  equipment  noise  impacts. 

Residential  Interior  and  Exterior  Noise  Levels 

Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for 
residential  projects.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  review  the  final  building  plans  to 
insure  that  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling  assemblies  meet  State  standards  regarding  sound 
transmission,  as  appropriate  for  the  residential,  childcare,  and  other  uses.  As  such,  interior  noise  and 
the  effect  of  existing  noise  levels  on  the  proposed  development  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
the  environment  and  will  not  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  The  proposed  residential  courtyard  and  the 
proposed  childcare  terrace,  in  the  Market  Street  Office  Building,  would  be  enclosed  by  the  project 


*     CHS  Consulting  Group,  Tenth/Market /Mission  Street  Mixed  Use  Project  Transportation  Study,  Draft  Report, 
September  19,  2003,  p.  29. 
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buildings  on  three  sides  and  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  on  the  west  side,  and  would  be  shielded 
from  the  exterior  noise  environment  of  traffic  and  pedestrian  noise.  As  described  above,  noise  from 
mechanical  equipment  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and  would 
not  be  expected  to  substantially  increase  the  ambient  noise  levels.  For  these  reasons,  the  effect  of 
existing  and  future  noise  levels  on  the  proposed  courtyard  and  childcare  terrace  would  not  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  environment  and  will  not  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


6.  Air  Quality/Cliniate  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 
projected  air  quality  violation? 

b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 
concentrations? 


Yes       No  Discussed 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


TO  BE  DETERMIIVED 


c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors? 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture,  or  temperature  (including 
sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect 
public  areas,  or  change  the  climate  either  in  the 
community  or  region? 


X 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


The  project  option  would  result  in  the  same  uses  as  the  proposed  project,  except  that  the  Mission  Street 
Affordable  Housing  building  would  be  constructed  in  two  buildings  with  a  slightly  larger  footprint  and 
different  rooftop  massing;  air  quality  and  wind  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project. 
The  discussion  of  shadows  will  include  a  separate  consideration  of  this  option. 

Air  Quality 

Emissions  from  Traffic.  The  proposed  project  could  potentially  result  in  air  quality  impacts  if  traffic 
volumes  would  increase  substantially.  Automobile  and  truck  emissions  are  the  primary  source  of  two 
pollutants  that  are  ozone  precursors:  reactive  organic  gas  (ROG)  and  nitrogen  oxide  (NOx).  The 
emissions  of  the  two  air  pollutants  are  regulated  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD),  which  has  established  thresholds  for  projects  requiring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality 
impacts.  These  thresholds  are  based  on  the  minimum  size  projects  which  the  BAAQMD  considers 
capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems  due  to  vehicular  emissions.  The  BAAQMD  considers 
residential  projects  greater  than  510  apartment  units  and  office  projects  greater  than  280,000  gsf  to 
result  in  potentially  significant  vehicular  emissions.  Since  the  project  would  contain  up  to  440 
residential  units  and  513,250  gsf  of  office  space,  the  project  would  exceed  this  minimum  standard.  In 
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addition,  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions  and  the  possibility  of  exceeding  carbon  monoxide  standards 
at  congested  intersections  could  be  of  particular  concern.  The  EIR  will  discuss  traffic-related  air 
quality  effects  of  the  project. 

Operational  Emissions.  The  proposed  project  would  include  a  diesel  generator  to  provide  back-up 
electric  service  during  emergencies.  During  power  failures,  the  generator  could  operate  for  72  hours 
to  provide  electricity  to  critical  building  functions.  Emergency  standby  engines  are  subject  to 
BAAQMD  Regulation  9-8-300.  The  regulation  does  not  impose  emissions  standards  on  standby 
generators;  it  limits  the  number  of  hours  per  year  of  reliability  activities,  and  requires  monitoring  of 
and  record  keeping  for  total  hours  of  operation.  The  limited  operation  of  the  generator  would  not 
result  in  significant  adverse  air  quality  impacts,  and  this  issue  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Construction  Emissions.  During  construction,  air  quality  could  potentially  be  affected.  Heavy 
equipment  could  emit  NOx,  CO,  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  hydrocarbons  (HC),  and  particulate  matter  with 
a  diameter  of  less  than  10  microns  (PMio)  as  a  resuh  of  diesel  fuel  combustion.  PMio  is  also  generated 
as  a  result  of  construction  activities  such  as  excavation  or  soil  movement. 

Construction  emissions  during  demolition,  foundation  excavation,  and  site  grading  could  cause  adverse 
effects  on  local  air  quality  by  adding  wind-blown  dust  to  the  particulate  matter  in  the  atmosphere  while 
soil  is  exposed.  The  BAAQMD,  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines,  has  developed  an  analytic  approach  that 
obviates  the  need  to  quantify  these  emissions.  Instead,  the  BAAQMD  has  identified  a  set  of  feasible 
PMio  control  measures  for  construction  activities  on  sites  of  less  than  four  acres  and  for  sites  greater 
than  four  acres.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation  Measure  2,  dust  control 
measures,  to  reduce  the  effects  of  construction  activities  to  a  less-than-significant  level  (see  p.  49). 
Because  the  project  would  include  this  mitigation  measure,  it  would  not  cause  significant  construction- 
related  air  quality  effects. 

Overlapping  construction  schedules  with  other  projects  in  the  vicinity,  such  as  the  55  Ninth  Street  and 
Mercy  Housing  projects,  may  create  construction  emissions  that  could  be  cumulatively  significant. 
These  issues  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Shadow  Effects 

Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in  November 
1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures  during  the 
period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round.   Section  295  restricts 
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new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any 
structure  exceeding  40  feet  in  height  unless  the  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be 
insignificant.  Planning  Code  Section  295(a)(3)  states  that  buildings  permits  for  structures  that  will  cast 
shade  or  shadow  upon  properties  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  may 
not  be  issued  with  the  exception  of  "[sjtrucuires  to  be  constructed  on  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  for  recreational  and  park-related  purposes."  Open  spaces  near 
the  project  site  include  United  Nations  Plaza,  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  and  the 
Howard  and  Langton  Mini-Park.  Of  these  public  open  spaces,  only  Civic  Center  Plaza  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  and  would  be  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section 
295.  The  proposed  project  buildings  would  be  more  than  40  feet  in  height,  would  be  subject  to  Section 
295,  and  would  potentially  cause  shading  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  other  open  space.  In  addition. 
Sections  146  and  147  of  the  Planning  Code  protect  open  spaces  and  Market  Street  sidewalks  from 
excessive  shadows  where  possible.  Based  on  the  above,  the  EIR  will  discuss  shadow  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  on  nearby  open  spaces  and  sidewalks.  The  shadow  analysis  will  address  the  project 
option  for  the  massing  of  the  Mission  Street  Affordable  Housing  building(s). 

Wind  Effects 

Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code  established  specific  comfort  and  pedestrian  hazard  criteria  to  be  used 
in  the  evaluation  of  wind  effects  from  proposed  buildings  in  certain  areas  of  the  City.  Tall  buildings  in 
downtown  areas  can  redirect  wind  flows  around  and  down  to  street  level  and  result  in  increased  wind 
speed  and  turbulence  at  street  level.  Typically,  buildings  of  100  feet  in  height  or  less  would  not  create 
adverse  pedestrian  wind  conditions.  The  proposed  project  would  range  in  height  from  135  feet  along 
Mission  Street  (Mission  Street  Housing)  to  approximately  320  feet  at  the  Market  Street  Office 
Building.  Because  portions  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  taller  than  100  feet  in  height  in  an  area 
that  is  known  to  be  windy,  a  wind  tunnel  study  will  be  prepared  to  document  existing  wind  conditions 
in  the  project  vicinity  and  will  analyze  future  conditions  with  the  project,  and  with  cumulative 
development  conditions.  The  results  of  the  wind  study  will  be  described  in  the  EIR,  which  will  discuss 
project-generated  wind  effects. 

7.  Utilities/Public  Services  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.       Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 

standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter  control?  _         2£  X 
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b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve 
new  development? 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  recreation  or 
other  public  facilities? 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or 
communications  facilities? 

The  project  would  replace  existing  office  and  parking  uses  with  residential,  office,  retail,  and  parking 
uses  at  a  greater  intensity.  As  the  project  buildings  are  currently  vacant  and  employment  at  the  parking 
lot  is  approximately  two  full-time  employees,  with  implementation  of  the  proposed  project,  the 
population  of  the  site  would  increase  by  approximately  880  residents  and  approximately  2,078 
employees.  The  project  option  would  not  change  the  number  of  housing  units  or  residents,  and  thus 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  project  below. 

Solid  Waste 

The  project  site  presently  receives  solid  waste,  water,  and  wastewater  services.  The  Golden  Gate 
Disposal  and  Recycling  Company  provides  residential  and  commercial  garbage  and  recycling  services 
to  the  downtown  area,  as  well  as  to  seven  other  sections  of  San  Francisco.  ^  Residents  at  the  proposed 
project  site  would  be  expected  to  generate  approximately  1,100  pounds  of  solid  waste  per  day,  and 
approximately  401,500  pounds  per  year."^  The  proposed  project  is  expected  to  have  approximately 
526,000  gsf  of  office  and  retail  uses,  which  would  be  expected  to  generate  about  10,520  pounds  per 
day  and  about  3,839,300  pounds  per  year  of  solid  waste."  The  proposed  project's  total  uses  would  be 
expected  to  generate  about  11,620  pounds  per  day,  or  about  4,240,800  pounds  per  year  of  solid  waste. 


'     San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan, 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  Case  No.  2002.0805E  (SCH  2001082084), 
certified  September  18,  2003,  p.  187.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at 
the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 

10  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Solid  Waste  Generation  Study,  October  1992,  pp. 4-12  (obtained  from 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Mission  Bay  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Mission  Bay  Solid  Waste  Generation  at  Build-Out,  Table  L.2,  September  17,  1998,  SCH  No. 
97092068).  Residential  solid  waste  generation  is  equal  to  2.5  lbs.  per  residential  unit  per  day  x  440  units  = 
1 ,100  lbs.  per  day  or  about  401 ,500  lbs.  per  year.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by 
appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 

11  NSWMA,  Basic  Data:  Solid  Waste  Amounts,  Composition,  and  Management,  Technical  Bulletin  #85-6, 
October  1,  1985  (obtained  from  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Mission  Bay 
Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Mission  Bay  Solid  Waste  Generation  at  Build-Out,  Table  L.2, 
September  17,  1998,  SCH  No.  97092068).  Retail/office  solid  waste  generation  is  equal  to  2.0  lbs.  per  100 
gsf  per  day  x  526,000  gsf  of  office  and  retail  gsf  =  10,520  lbs.  per  day  or  about  3,839,800  lbs.  per  year.  A 
copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission 
Street,  5th  Floor. 
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However,  this  increase  would  not  be  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the  project 
area,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  substantial  effect  on  landfills.  The  EIR  will  not  discuss 
this  issue  further. 

Wastewater 

The  project  site  is  served  by  San  Francisco's  combined  sewer  system,  which  handles  both  sewage  and 
stormwater  runoff.  The  project  site  is  served  by  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  located 
near  Third  Street  and  Evans  Avenue.'^  The  proposed  buildings  would  be  connected  to  existing  sewer 
lines.  The  proposed  project  is  expected  to  increase  wastewater  generation  at  the  site  due  to  the 
approximately  880  additional  residents  and  about  2,080  additional  employees  on  site.  However,  the 
City's  combined  wastewater  and  storm  system  has  capacity  to  service  the  proposed  project  and 
expansion  of  the  sewer  system  would  not  be  required.  Construction  of  new  sewer  trunk  lines  would 
not  be  necessary  because  the  project  area  is  already  adequately  served  by  existing  sewer  infrastructure. 
The  proposed  project  would  be  within  expected  growth  projections  for  the  City,  therefore  no  significant 
impact  on  wastewater  treatment  capacity  is  expected.'^ 

Because  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  increase  wastewater  nor  require  expansion  of 
water  facilities  at  the  project  site,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  this  issue. 

Public  Schools 

The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  provides  public  primary  and  secondary  education 
in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  district  is  comprised  of  78  elementary  schools,  17 
middle  schools,  and  21  high  schools;  the  total  student  enrollment  is  approximately  60,000  students.''' 
The  nearest  elementary  school  to  the  project  site  is  Bessie  Carmichael  Elementary  School  located  at  55 
Sherman  Street,  about  half  a  mile  southeast  of  the  project  site.  The  nearest  middle  school  to  the  project 
site  is  Enola  D.  Maxwell  Middle  School  located  at  655  De  Haro  Street,  about  1.5  miles  southeast  of 


San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  website,  http://sfwater.org/orgDetail.cfm/MO  ID/48,  accessed 
January  21,  2003. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
Mission  Boy  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Mission  Bay  Project  Total  Daily  Water  Demand  and 
Wastewater  Generation  at  Buildout  (2015),  Mission  Bay  North  and  South,  Table  L.3,  September  17,  1998, 
SCH  No.  97092068.  Wastewater  generation  assumed  to  be  90%  of  water  consumption. 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan, 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  Case  No.  2002.0805E  (SCH  2001082084), 
September  18,  2003,  p.  180.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 
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the  project  site.  The  nearest  high  school  is  Mission  High  School  located  at  3750  18th  Street,  about  1.5 
miles  southwest  of  the  project  site.'^  The  SFUSD  is  currently  not  a  growth  district  and  facilities 
throughout  the  City  and  County  are  underused.  According  to  the  SFUSD  Facilities  Master  Plan,  the 
District  has  excess  capacity  at  existing  school  facilities.  Currently,  Bessie  Carmichael  Elementary 
School  is  at  77  percent  capacity,  Enola  D.  Maxwell  Middle  School  is  at  35  percent  capacity,  and 
Mission  High  School  is  at  56  percent  capacity.  Excess  capacity  is  expected  is  to  increase  district-wide 
as  enrollment  is  projected  to  decline  over  the  next  10  years. No  construction  of  schools  is  planned 
near  the  project  site.  An  increase  in  students  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not 
substantially  change  the  demand  for  schools.  For  the  above  reasons,  significant  impacts  to  school 
facilities  would  not  occur,  and  this  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Recreation 

There  are  no  public  recreation  facilities  on  the  project  site.  The  nearest  park  to  the  project  site  is  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  about  two  blocks  north,  which  includes  children's  playgrounds.  The  Howard  and 
Langton  Mini-Park,  which  is  less  than  half  an  acre,  is  about  four  blocks  east  of  the  project  site.  An 
increase  of  about  880  residents  would  not  be  a  significant  increase  in  the  overall  population  of  San 
Francisco,  and  in  the  demand  for  recreation  facilities.  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  would  provide 
open  space  according  to  Section  135  of  the  Planning  Code,  which  establishes  a  minimum  amount  of 
usable  open  space  for  residential  use.  Due  to  the  two  nearby  public  open  spaces  and  the  project  open 
space,  impacts  resulting  from  an  increase  in  demand  for  recreation  or  other  public  facilities  would  be 
less  than  significant  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Police  and  Fire  Protection  Services 

The  project  site  presently  receives  police  and  fire  protection  services.  The  project  would  create 
additional  residents,  employees,  and  visitors  and  would  increase  demand  for  fire  and  police  services  in 
the  area.  Although  the  project  could  increase  the  number  of  calls  received  from  the  area  or  the  level  of 
regulatory  oversight  that  must  be  provided  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  population  on  site,  the  increase 
in  responsibilities  would  not  likely  be  substantial  in  light  of  the  existing  demand  for  police  and  fire 
protection  services.  As  noted  in  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EIR,  development  in  the 
Mid-Market  area,  which  includes  the  project  site,  would  help  rehabilitate  the  project  area  and  reduce 


San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  website,  http : //portal . sfusd . edu/template/sfusd . cfm,  accessed  May  30, 
2003. 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  SFUSD  Facilities  Master  Plan,  January  2003,  Section  V,  pp.  14-37. 
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blight  that  is  prevalent  in  the  area  by  providing  housing  and  economic  development.  These  physical 
improvements  could  help  to  lessen  illegal  activities  in  the  project  area  through  the  introduction  of  new 
residents,  revitalized  commercial  uses,  and  an  improved  pedestrian  environment.  Furthermore,  the 
increase  in  demand  would  not  require  the  construction  of  any  new  police  or  fire  protection  facilities. 
For  these  reasons,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  police  or  fire  protection  services. 

Power  and  Communications  Facilities 

The  project  site  is  served  by  power  and  communication  facilities.  The  proposed  project  would  require 
typical  utility  connections  and  could  tap  into  existing  power  and  communications  grids.  Therefore,  no 
new  power  or  communications  facilities  would  be  necessary  as  a  result  of  project  implementation. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services,  but  not  in  excess  of 
amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area.  San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced 
rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties  regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these 
conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  the  subject  of  much  debate.  Part  of  the  problem  is  thought 
to  be  that  the  state  does  not  generate  sufficient  energy  to  meet  its  demand  and  must  import  energy  from 
outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of 
deregulation.  The  California  Energy  Commission  is  currently  considering  applications  for  the 
development  of  new  power-generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area,  and  elsewhere  in  the 
slate.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few 
years.  These  efforts,  together  with  conservation,  will  be  part  of  the  statewide  effort  to  achieve  energy 
sufficiency.  The  project  would  not  be  built  and  occupied  until  about  2007;  therefore,  additional 
generating  facilities  may  have  been  completed  by  the  time  the  project  is  in  operation.  The  project- 
generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  the  overall  demand  within  San 
Francisco  and  the  state,  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities. 
Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant 
physical  environmental  effect,  and  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  this  issue. 

Other  Public  Utilities 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  of  approximately  880  residents  and  2,080 
employees  at  the  project  site.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  an  incremental  increase  in  the  demand  for 
and  use  of  water  and  other  public  utilities,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  by 
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the  existing  utility  infrastructure.  Significant  effects  on  these  public  utilities  are,  therefore,  not 
expected,  and  this  topic  will  not  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


8. 


Biology  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a 


Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species 
of  animal  or  plant,  or  the  habitat  of  the  species? 


X 


X 


b 


Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife, 
or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially  with  the 
movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory  fish  or 
wildlife  species? 


X 


c 


Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 
mature,  scenic  trees? 


X 


X 


The  project  site  contains  seven  vacant  office  buildings,  a  surface  parking  lot,  and  four  mature  street 
trees  along  the  Mission  Street  frontage  and  five  mature  street  trees  along  the  Tenth  Street  frontage  of 
the  project  site.  While  the  existing  trees  are  part  of  the  streetscape,  they  are  not  uniques  specimens  or 
scenic  resources.  The  project  site  does  not  support  or  provide  habitat  for  any  rare  or  endangered 
wildlife  or  plant  species.  No  other  important  biological  resources  exist  on  the  project  site.  The  project 
option  would  not  change  the  proposed  construction  plans  related  to  removal  of  street  trees  or 
landscaping,  and  thus  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  project. 

Landscape  plans  for  the  proposed  project  are  in  preliminary  development  and  could  include  five  new 
street  trees  along  the  Market  Street  frontage  and  five  new  street  trees  along  the  northern  portion  of  the 
Tenth  Street  frontage.  Within  the  Market  Street  Office  Building,  additional  trees  would  be  provided  in 
the  lobby,  and  additional  landscaping  would  be  provided  on  the  second-floor  childcare  center  terrace 
and  on  the  rooftop  terrace.  However,  the  proposed  project  may  require  total  or  partial  removal  of  nine 
mature,  street  trees  that  are  greater  than  four  inches  in  diameter.  Such  a  number  would  not  constitute  a 
significant  number  of  trees,  and  any  street  trees  removed  as  part  of  the  project  would  be  replaced.  In 
view  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  have  significant  vegetation  and  wildlife  impacts  and  the  EIR 
will  not  discuss  these  issues. 

9.  Geology/Topography  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 


a. 


Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic 
hazards  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion,  and 
liquefaction)? 


X 


X 
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b.       Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 

unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site?  _         X  _ 

Approximately  54,000  cubic  yards  of  material  would  be  removed  from  the  site  during  project 
construction.  Excavation  depth  would  range  from  15  to  18  feet  across  the  entire  95,000-square-foot 
site.  The  project  option  would  not  change  the  project  construction  plans  related  to  excavation,  and  thus 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  show  areas 
subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  ground  shaking  from 
earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  in  an  area  of 
liquefaction  potential  (Map  4  in  the  Community  Safety  Element),  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone 
designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology. 

A  past  investigation  of  subsurface  conditions  at  the  project  site  has  been  conducted;  the  following 
information  summarizes  those  findings.'^  According  to  the  report,  the  project  site  slopes  downward 
approximately  12  feet  from  Market  Street  to  Mission  Street,  and  the  soil  beneath  the  site  consists  of 
approximately  12  to  15  feet  of  sandy  fill  consisting  of  miscellaneous  debris  including  nails,  glass,  and 
burned  wood,  which  may  be  related  to  the  1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake,  intermixed  with  medium 
dense  to  dense  dune  sands.  The  fill  is  underlain  by  unconsolidated,  medium-  to  fine-grained  sand,  silt, 
and  clayey  silt  with  occasional  layers  of  coarse  sand  extending  to  at  least  21  feet  below  the  ground 
surface  (bgs).  Beneath  the  medium-  to  fine-grained  sand,  silt,  and  clayey  silt  layer,  clayey  sand  was 
encountered  and  extends  as  deep  as  68  feet  bgs.  Dense  to  very  dense  sands  were  encountered  below 
the  clayey  sand  layer  to  the  maximum  depth  of  the  exploration  at  110  feet  bgs.  Although  bedrock  was 
not  encountered  at  the  project  site  during  the  investigation,  a  past  study  performed  in  the  vicinity 
indicates  that  bedrock  is  at  depths  of  130  to  160  bgs.  The  soil  boring  and  monitoring  well  report 
concluded  that  groundwater  is  between  17  to  21  feet  bgs.  Based  on  another  recent  study  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project  site,  the  potential  for  liquefaction  and  lateral  spreading  with  these  subsurface  soil  and 


Converse  Environmental  West,  Soil  Boring  and  Monitoring  Well  Installation  Report,  New  Tank  Area 
Assessment,  Northern  California  Data  Center,  ] 455  Market  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  March  12, 
1991.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street,  5'''  Floor. 


CASE  NO.  2003.0262E 


Tenih/Market/Mission  Streets  Mixed-Use  Project 


36 


November  15,  2003 


groundwater  conditions  is  very  low.'^  In  addition,  the  site  is  relatively  flat  and  covered  by  existing 
structures  indicating  that  the  potential  for  large-scale  landsliding  and  erosion  is  very  low. 

For  any  development  proposal  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  (DBI),  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  requires  the  project  sponsor 
to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  pursuant  to  the  State  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act.  The  report  must 
assess  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazard(s)  on  the  site  and  recommend  project  design  and 
construction  features  that  would  reduce  the  hazards(s).  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and 
building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  determines  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the 
project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  Therefore, 
potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the 
DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application  pursuant  to  its 
implementation  of  the  Building  Code. 

Dewatering 

Based  on  previous  subsurface  investigation  reports  prepared  for  the  project  site,  the  water  table  appears 
to  be  at  a  depth  of  approximately  17  to  21  feet  bgs.  Since  the  project  would  include  one  level  of 
subsurface  parking  with  excavation  to  about  15  to  18  feet,  it  is  likely  that  dewatering  would  be 
required.  Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  would  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
the  San  Francisco  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  No.  199-77),  requiring  that  groundwater 
meet  specified  standards  before  being  discharged  into  the  sewer  system.  The  Bureau  of  Environmental 
Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  be  notified  if  the  project  were 
to  require  dewatering. 

Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential  settlement  and 
subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  soils  report  would  contain  a 
determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor 
any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  is 
recommended,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in 
Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 


Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  Trinity  Plaza,  1 169  Market  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California,  January  3,  2003,  pp.  7-9.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at 
the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 
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Groundwater  monitoring  wells  and/or  instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and 
subsidence.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  would 
delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under 
the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  Water  section  below  discusses  the  potential 
water  quality  effects  of  dewatering,  and  Mitigation  Measure  3,  p.  50,  would  reduce  the  potential  water 
quality  effects  of  dewatering.  Because  potential  dewatering  would  not  result  in  potential  significant 
impacts  related  to  geology  and  topography,  no  analysis  of  dewatering  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the  topography  or  otherwise  affect  any  unique  geologic  or 
physical  features  of  the  site.  Therefore,  no  further  analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is  required,  and 
the  EIR  will  not  discuss  these  issues. 

10.        Water  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?  _         X  X 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  groundwater 
resources,  or  interfere  substantially  with 

groundwater  recharge?  _         X  X 

c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation?  _        X  X 


All  large-sized  proposed  projects  (e.g.,  those  projects  requiring  a  Negative  Declaration,  Mitigated 
Negative  Declaration,  as  well  as  an  EIR)  in  California  subject  to  CEQA  are  required  to  obtain  an 
assessment  from  a  water  agency  to  determine  the  availability  of  a  long-term  water  supply  sufficient  to 
satisfy  project-generated  water  demand.  In  May  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
(SFPUC)  adopted  a  resolution  finding  that  the  SFPUC's  Urban  Water  Management  (UWMP) 
adequately  fulfills  the  requirements  of  the  water  assessment  for  water  quality  and  wastewater  treatment 
and  capacity  as  long  as  the  project  is  covered  by  the  demand  projections  identified  in  the  UWMP.'^ 
The  SFPUC's  UWMP  2000  update  is  based  upon  ABAG's  Year  2000  Projections,  which  includes  all 
known  or  expected  development  projects  in  San  Francisco  from  that  time  through  2020.  The 
projections  includes  the  proposed  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan,  which  anticipates  high-density 
residential  and  office  growth  at  this  site.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  be  included  in  the 
UWMP,  and  thus  would  not  substantially  increase  the  existing  water  demand  beyond  expected  levels. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Resolution  No.  02-0084,  May  14,  2002. 
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Project-related  wastewater  and  stormwater  would  flow  to  the  City's  combined  sewer  system  and  would 
be  treated  to  standards  contained  in  the  City's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  Permit  for  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to  discharge.  During 
operations,  the  project  would  comply  with  all  local  wastewater  discharge  requirements.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality. 

The  project  site  is  entirely  made  up  of  impervious  surfaces  including  vacant  office  buildings  and 
surface  parking.  The  proposed  project  would  similarly  cover  the  project  site  with  impervious  surfaces 
and  would  not  substantially  alter  site  drainage.  No  use  of  groundwater  currently  exists  on  the  site. 
During  construction,  requirements  to  reduce  erosion  would  be  implemented  pursuant  to  California 
Building  Code  Chapter  33,  Excavation  and  Grading.  Therefore,  groundwater  resources  would  not  be 
substantially  degraded  or  depleted,  and  the  project  would  not  interfere  substantially  with  groundwater 
recharge. 

With  regard  to  potential  water  quality  impacts  resulting  from  dewatering  activities,  see  the  discussion 
under  Geology/Topography,  p.  36.  As  described  in  that  section,  the  project  would  include  Mitigation 
Measure  3,  p.  50,  to  reduce  the  potential  water  quality  effects  of  dewatering. 

Project  activities  that  result  in  flooding,  erosion,  or  siltation  could  affect  groundwater  quality.  Any 
exposure  of  soil  during  site  preparation  would  occur  below  street  grade  and  would  have  low  potential 
for  substantial  erosion  or  siltation.  For  the  above  reasons,  no  impacts  related  to  water  quality  would 
occur  and  no  analysis  of  this  issue  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  option  would  not  change  the  project  construction  plans  related  to  excavation  or  potential 
dewatering  effects;  thus  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  project. 

11.        Energy/Natural  Resources  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  _         X  X 

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use, 

extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  _         X  X 

The  project  option  would  not  change  the  proposed  construction  or  operation  of  the  project;  thus 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  project. 
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The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption,  including  Title 
24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations,  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  Other 
than  natural  gas  and  coal  fuel  used  to  generate  the  electricity  for  the  project,  the  project  would  not  have 
a  substantial  effect  on  the  use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource.  See  also  the  discussion  of 
electricity  use  under  Utilities/Public  Services  on  p.  31.  For  this  reason,  the  project  would  not  cause  a 
wasteful  use  of  energy,  and  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  natural  resources  and  this 
topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

12.        Hazards  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve 
the  use,  production,  or  disposal  of  materials 
which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant 

populations  in  the  area  affected?  _         X  X 

b.  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or 

emergency  evacuation  plans?  _         X  X 

c.  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard?  _         X  X 


A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  of  the  project  site  was  prepared  in  November  1998. 
Findings  of  the  Phase  I  ESA  are  summarized  in  this  section.  The  northern  portion  of  the  project  site 
has  historically  been  occupied  by  commercial  and  office  uses,  while  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  has 
been  occupied  by  a  gas  station  and  carwash  with  an  underground  storage  tank  (UST).^'  The  project 
option  would  not  change  the  project  construction  plans;  thus  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described 
for  the  proposed  project. 

Hazardous  Materials  Use.  The  proposed  project  would  involve  the  development  of  office,  residential, 
retail,  and  parking  uses,  which  would  require  relatively  small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  for 
routine  purposes.  Operation  of  the  development  would  likely  involve  use  of  common  types  of 
hazardous  materials,  such  as  cleaners  and  disinfectants.  These  commercial  products  are  labeled  to 
inform  users  of  potential  risks  and  to  instruct  them  in  appropriate  handling  procedures.  Most  of  these 


ATC  Associates  Incorporated,  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  of  10''  and  Market  Streets,  Bank  of 
America  -  10''  and  Market  Complex,  San  Francisco,  California,  94102,  November  4,  1998.  A  copy  of  this 
report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th 
Floor. 

ATC  Associates  Incorporated,  Phase  1  Environmental  Site  Assessment  of  10''  and  Market  Streets,  Bank  of 
America  -  10''  and  Market  Complex,  San  Francisco,  California,  94102,  November  4,  1998.  A  copy  of  this 
report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th 
Floor. 
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materials  are  consumed  through  use,  resuhing  in  relatively  little  waste.  Back-up  electrical  generators, 
which  would  likely  utilize  diesel  fuel,  would  be  located  on  the  project  site,  but  would  not  likely  contain 
such  fuel  in  quantities  to  pose  a  significant  hazard.  Businesses  are  required  by  law  to  ensure  employee 
safety  by  identifying  hazardous  materials  in  the  workplace,  providing  safety  information  to  workers 
that  handle  hazardous  materials,  and  adequately  training  workers.  For  these  reasons,  hazardous 
materials  use  would  not  pose  any  substantial  public  health  or  safety  hazards. 

Underground  Storage  Tanks  (USTs).  The  Phase  I  report  includes  a  review  of  records  at  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health.  Contamination  at  1455  Market  Street  (the  Bank  of  America 
Data  Center)  was  detected  on  March  12,  1989,  from  structural  failure  discovered  during  tank  closure. 
The  primary  substance  was  gasoline  fuel  and  the  secondary  substance  was  diesel  fuel.  The 
contamination  affected  both  soil  and  groundwater.  However,  the  Phase  I  ESA  reported  that  the  case 
was  closed  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  on  January  29,  1996, 
and  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  on  February  16,  1996.  In  January  1992, 
four  10,000-gallon  USTs  were  removed  from  1400  Mission  Street,  the  site  of  the  former  gas  station 
and  carwash  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  project  site.  Contaminated  soils  were  excavated  and 
disposed,  and  three  groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  subsequently  installed  at  the  site  to  assess  the 
extent  of  soil  and  groundwater  contamination.  Soil  contamination  occurred  at  such  low  levels  as  to  not 
pose  a  threat  to  water  quality.  Analytical  results  from  the  groundwater  monitoring  wells  indicated  the 
presence  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs).  Quarterly  groundwater  analyses  gathered  between 
March  1991  through  March  1993  did  not  identify  VOCs  above  the  levels  of  detection.  Diesel  and  an 
unidentified  hydrocarbon  was  detected  in  the  groundwater  in  September  1992.  There  was  no  known 
source  of  diesel  on  site;  diesel  in  groundwater  may  , have  been  from  an  off-site  source.  The  unidentified 
hydrocarbon  was  a  result  of  a  single  peak  measurement  and  was  not  detected  in  subsequent  analyses. 
The  case  was  closed  by  the  RWQCB  on  August  25,  1993. 

Soil  and  Groundwater.  Although  not  observed  during  the  site  visit  for  the  Phase  I  ESA,  floor  drain 
discharges  from  a  photo  shop  were  discovered  to  have  impacted  a  leaking  sewer  pipe  in  the  basement 
below  1433  Market  (within  the  project  site,  adjacent  to  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center,  see  Figure  2, 
p.  4).  Inappropriate  discharges  to  the  municipal  sewer  system  were  suspected  from  the  floor  drain  in 
the  shop.  The  Phase  I  report  recommended  application  for  a  wastewater  discharge  permit  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  application  was  filed;  however,  no  permit  was  discovered  or 
disclosed  during  the  conduct  of  the  Phase  I  ESA.  In  order  to  effectively  remediate  any  residual  soil 
contamination,  the  project  sponsor  would  implement  Mitigation  Measure  4,  p.  50,  to  further 
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characterize  soil  conditions.  If  additional  environmental  studies  conclude  that  soil  and  groundwater 
conditions  could  pose  significant  human  health  or  safety  hazards,  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  would 
need  to  be  prepared  pursuant  to  California  Division  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  requirements 
and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  guidance  to  ensure  worker  safety.  Under 
these  requirements,  the  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  would  need  to  be  prepared  prior  to  initiating  any 
earth-moving  activities  at  the  site.  The  plan  would  contain  policies  and  procedures  to  protect  site 
workers  from  potential  health  and  safety  impacts  related  to  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater.  The 
plan  would  apply  to  all  site  activities  through  the  completion  of  earthwork  construction.  It  would 
include  specific  training  requirements  and  personal  protection  equipment  for  on-site  workers.  The  Site 
Safety  and  Health  Plan  is  not  required  to  include  measures  to  minimize  the  potential  for  public 
exposure.  Mitigation  Measure  4,  p.  50,  would  minimize  potential  public  exposure  to  hazardous 
materials  and  would  reduce  adverse  affects  on  health  and  safety  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Asbestos.  Asbestos  is  regulated  both  as  a  hazardous  air  pollutant  and  as  a  potential  worker  safety 
hazard.  The  BAAQMD  and  CalOSHA  regulations  restrict  asbestos  emissions  from  demolition  and 
renovation  activities  and  specify  safe  work  practices  to  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  asbestos 
fibers.  These  regulations  prohibit  emissions  of  asbestos  from  asbestos-related  manufacturing, 
demolition,  or  construction  activities;  require  medical  examinations  and  monitoring  of  employees 
engaged  in  activities  that  could  disturb  asbestos;  specify  precautions  and  safe  work  practices  that  must 
be  followed  to  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  asbestos  fibers;  and  require  notice  to  federal  and 
local  government  agencies  prior  to  beginning  renovation  or  demolition  that  could  disturb  asbestos. 

The  Phase  I  ESA  included  a  limited  asbestos  assessment  that  identified  suspect  asbestos-containing 
material  (ACM)  within  the  existing  buildings  at  the  project  site,  which  would  be  demolished  as  part  of 
the  project."  In  the  past,  asbestos  was  commonly  installed  in  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  roofing  tar.  If 
asbestos  exists  in  any  of  the  buildings  to  be  demolished,  they  could  pose  hazards  to  workers, 
neighbors,  or  the  natural  environment.  The  project  sponsor  would  comply  with  applicable  law  and 
regulations  in  causing  the  removal  of  ACM,  as  provided  in  Mitigation  Measure  4c.  (p.  51)  and  would 
reduce  adverse  affects  on  health  and  safety  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 


^'    ATC  Associaics  Incorporated.  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  of  10''  and  Market  Streets,  Bank  of 
America  -  10''  ami  Market  Complex,  San  Francisco,  California,  94102,  November  4,  1998.  A  copy  of  this 
report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th 
Floor. 
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The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be  notified 
of  asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations 
contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work 
involving  100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must 
be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the 
property  where  abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by 
and  registered  with  the  Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The 
contractor  and  hauler  of  the  material  is  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the 
hauling  of  the  material  from  the  site  and  the  disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  DBI  would 
not  issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  described 
above. 

Building  Materials.  In  the  past,  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs)  and  lead  were  also  commonly 
installed  in  electrical  transformers,  fluorescent  light  ballasts,  and  paint.  Mercury  is  common  in 
electrical  switches  and  fluorescent  light  bulbs.  If  such  hazardous  materials  exist  in  buildings  to  be 
demolished,  they  could  be  hazardous  to  workers,  neighbors,  or  the  natural  environment. 

Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local 
agencies  not  issue  demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with 
notification  requirements  under  applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants, 
including  asbestos.  The  BAAQMD  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate 
airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be 
notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or  abatement  work. 

Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and 
location  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the 
approximate  amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or 
abatement,  nature  of  planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet 
BAAQMD  requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The 
BAAQMD  randomly  inspects  asbestos  removal  operations  and  will  inspect  any  removal  operation 
concerning  which  a  complaint  has  been  received. 

These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would 
insure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  or  hazardous  building  materials  would  be  reduced  to  a 
level  of  insignificance. 
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Lead-Based  Paint.  Lead-based  paint  may  be  found  in  the  existing  buildings,  proposed  for  demolition 
as  part  of  the  project.  Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code, 
Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any  work  that  may  disturb  or  remove 
lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to  December  31,  1978,  Chapter  36  requires 
specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work  methods  and  penalties. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed  prior 
to  1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than  ten  total 
square  feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains  performance 
standards,  including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human 
health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Guidelines  (the  most 
recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited 
practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person  performing 
work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  lead  paint 
contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and  any  person  performing 
regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove  all  visible  lead  paint  contaminants  from  all 
regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs. 
Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports  verifying  the 
presence  or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to 
commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection,  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square 
footage  of  the  painted  surface  being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion 
dates  for  the  work;  whether  the  responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint 
is  present;  whether  the  building  is  residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property, 
approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if  any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will 
fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification  requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone 
number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will  perform  the  work.  (Further  notice  requirements 
include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice  by  Landlord,  Required  Notice  to  Tenants, 
Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the  home,  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early 
Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and  Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or 
Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions  regarding  inspection  and  sampling  for 
compliance  by  DBI,   and  enforcement,   and  describes  penalties  for  non-compliance  with  the 


CASE  NO.  2003.0262E 


  44 

Tenlh/Markct/Mission  Streets  Mixed-Use  Project 


November  15,  2003 


requirements  of  the  ordinance.  These  regulations  and  procedures  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
would  ensure  that  potential  impacts  of  demolition,  due  to  lead-based  paint,  would  be  reduced  to  a  level 
of  insignificance. 

Fire  Safety  and  Emergency  Access.  San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  through  provisions  of  the 
Building  Code  and  Fire  Code.  Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these 
codes.  The  proposed  project  would  also  conform  to  these  standards,  which  may  include  development 
of  an  emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards  (including 
those  associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would  be  addressed  during  the 
permit  review  process. 

Occupants  of  the  proposed  building  would  contribute  to  congestion  if  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the 
area  were  required.  Section  12.202(e)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Code  requires  that  all  owners  of 
high-rise  buildings  (over  75  feet)  "shall  establish  or  cause  to  be  established  procedures  to  be  followed 
in  case  of  fire  or  other  emergencies.  All  such  procedures  shall  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  chief 
of  division."  Additionally,  project  construction  would  have  to  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Building  and  Fire  Codes,  which  require  additional  life  safety  protections  for  high-rise  buildings. 

With  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project,  Mitigation  Measure  4, 
as  identified  on  p.  50,  potential  health  and  safety  issues  related  to  existing  and  future  hazardous 
materials  use,  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater,  potentially  hazardous  building  components,  and  fire 
safety  and  emergency  access  would  be  reduced  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  these  issues 
do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

13.        Cultural  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 


a. 


Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or 
historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property  of 
historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  community, 
ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological  site 
except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  study? 


X 


X 


b. 


Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the 
area? 


X 


c. 


Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article 
1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Codel 


X 


X 
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The  project  option  would  not  change  the  project  construction  plans  related  to  excavation;  thus  impacts 
would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  project. 

Archaeological  Resources 

An  archaeological  research  design  and  treatment  plan  (ARD/TP)  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  project 
in  June  2003.^^  The  information  presented  below  is  based  on  that  report.  The  report  addresses  the 
prehistoric,  historic,  and  natural  information  contexts  of  the  project  site;  the  potential  for 
archaeological  resources  to  be  present;  the  significant  research  themes  related  to  the  prehistoric  and 
historical  context  of  the  project;  the  evaluation  of  expected  archaeological  resources  for  eligibility  for 
listing  in  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources  (CRHR);  and  the  treatment  of  discovered 
prehistoric  and  historical  archaeological  resources. 

The  project  site  was  historically  situated  directly  on  the  edge  of  the  marshy  drainage  of  Mission  Creek 
and  was  occupied  by  sandy  hills  ranging  in  elevation  from  80  to  20  feet  above  sea  level,  located  just 
adjacent  to  the  marshlands  of  Mission  Bay.  The  proposed  project  site  might  have  been  a  favorable 
location  for  prehistoric  habitation  or  seasonal  activity.  In  the  last  two  decades,  a  significant 
concentration  of  prehistoric  archeological  sites  has  been  discovered  between  the  northern  historic 
shoreline  of  Mission  Bay  and  Market  Street.  The  oldest  evidence  of  human  occupation  in  San 
Francisco  (approximately  5,000  years  before  the  present)  was  discovered  south  of  Market  Street,  about 
two  blocks  from  the  project  site.  The  other  prehistoric  discoveries  have  recently  been  recorded  within 
a  two-to-three-block  radius  of  the  proposed  project  site.  The  potential  for  discovering  prehistoric 
cultural  resources  at  the  project  site,  in  this  once  highly  favorable  prehistoric  setting,  is  high.  Any 
prehistoric  archeological  resources  that  might  be  present  within  the  project  site  would  be  scientifically 
informative  and,  thus,  eligible  for  listing  in  the  CRHR  under  Criterion  D.  Therefore,  any  prehistoric 
archeological  resources  within  the  project  site  would  be  historical  resources  under  CEQA. 

The  ARD/TP  identified  four  categories  of  historical/archaeological  resources  that  may  be  present 
within  the  project  site:  (1)  refuse  and  architecture  from  commercial  structures  located  along  street 
frontages  of  Market,  Tenth,  and  Mission  Streets  from  1889-1906;  (2)  "Plank  Road"  infrastructure 
from  the  1850s  along  present-day  Mission  Street;  (3)  refuse  and  architecture  from  mid-nineteenth 
century  structures  identified  on  1857  and  1869  maps;  and  (4)  deeply  buried  prehistoric  human  remains 
and  cultural  deposits.  The  expected  historical  and  archaeological  resources  may  contain  data  that 

"    Archeo-Tec,  Archaeological  Research  Design/  Treatment  Plan,  Tenth/  Market/  Mission  Mixed  Use  Project, 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California,  August  5,  2003. 
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significantly  contributes  to  specific  scientific/historical  questions  and,  thus,  may  be  eligible  for  listing 
in  the  CRHR  under  Criterion  D.  The  formation  of  the  existing  project  site  is  largely  the  result  of  the 
leveling  of  the  60-foot  sand  dunes  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  project  site  during  the  1860s.  The 
southern  portion  of  the  site  was  covered  with  fill  that  in  low  areas  may  have  been  up  to  30  feet  deep. 
Human  modifications  to  the  project  site  during  1850s  would  generally  have  protected  any  prehistoric 
historical/archaeological  resources  that  might  be  present.  Since  the  existing  surface  generally  dates 
from  before  1870,  buried  features  (filled-in  privies,  wells,  trash  pits)  associated  from  later  occupation 
should  as  a  whole  remain  intact. 

The  proposed  project  would  require  excavation  to  depths  of  15  to  18  feet  throughout  the  site  and  pile 
driving  at  considerably  greater  depths.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  could  potentially  adversely 
affect  legally  significant  archaeological  resources  within  the  project  area.  The  project  sponsor  would 
implement  Mitigation  Measure  5  -  Archaeological  Resources,  pp.  51-54,  to  reduce  any  potentially 
significant  disturbance,  damage,  or  loss  of  archaeological  resources  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
The  mitigation  measure  would  require  pre-construction  testing,  an  archaeological  monitoring  program, 
and  an  archaeological  data  recovery  program  as  appropriate.  Implementation  of  the  mitigation  measure 
would  ensure  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  effect  on  archaeological 
resources;  accordingly,  there  will  be  no  discussion  of  this  issue  in  the  EIR. 

Historic  Architectural  Resources 

The  project  site  contains  seven  two-  to  four-story  vacant  office  buildings  containing  a  total  of  166,700 
gsf  of  office  space  and  surface  parking  for  approximately  155  vehicles.  None  of  the  strucmres  on  site 
have  any  historical  ratings  in  the  Planning  Department  database  except  the  building  at  54-70  Tenth 
Street  (see  Figure  2,  p.  4),  which  is  listed  on  the  1976  Architectural  Survey.  This  building  is  a  Spanish 
Colonial  Revival  building,  and  is  not  considered  a  particularly  fine  example  of  its  type  due  to  the 
structure's  weak  proportions  and  detailing  with  undersized  roof  overhangs  visually  supported  by  a 
sparse  number  of  decorative  brackets.  The  building  is  considered  to  have  lost  a  substantial  amount  of 
its  integrity  with  inappropriate  industrial  sash  window  replacements  and  some  inappropriate  ground 
floor  alterations,  and  is  in  a  substantially  deteriorated  condition.  The  54-70  Tenth  Street  building 
appears  to  lack  the  integrity  and  design  quality  to  be  considered  an  architectural  resource,  and  the 
Planning  Department's  database  does  not  indicate  any  other  historical  significance.  Structures  on  the 
site  have  no  landmark  status,  are  not  part  of  a  historic  district,  do  not  have  any  national  register  rating 
indicating  any  likely  historical  significance,  and  are  not  listed  in  Here  Today  or  San  Francisco  Heritage 
Foundation  surveys;  therefore,  none  of  the  buildings  would  be  considered  eligible  for  the  CRHR,  nor 
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they  do  not  meet  the  criteria  for  eligibility  due  to  the  condition  and  alteration  of  the  buildings  and 
insufficient  historical  significance.^'' 

Therefore,  the  project's  potential  to  affect  historic  and  architectural  resources  of  significance  would  be 
limited  to  its  potential  effect  on  adjacent  properties,  including  the  Civic  Center  Historic  District  and  the 
San  Francisco  Merchandise  Mart  building  (SF  Mart  Building)  at  1301  Market  Street  rated  Category  I 
(significant  structure)  under  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code.  (The  building  at  1455  Market,  the  Bank 
of  America  Data  Center  adjacent  to  the  site,  is  a  Category  V  (unrated)  building  and  would  not  be 
considered  a  historic  resource.)  The  Civic  Center  Historic  District  is  centered  on  the  domed  City  Hall 
and  Civic  Center  Plaza,  characterized  by  buildings  of  large-scale  and  costly  materials  in  a  Beaux  Arts  / 
Classical  Revival  style. ^  In  general,  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  affect  the  character 
or  significance  of  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  because  the  proposed  project  site  is 
located  a  considerable  distance  from  the  closest  contributing  building  to  the  District  (approximately  500 
feet  to  the  northeast),  would  be  generally  blocked  from  view  from  the  District  by  the  existing  11-story 
SF  Mart  Building  between  Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets,  and  would  otherwise  have  no  demonstrable  effect 
on  the  district's  historic  setting.  The  SF  Mart  Building  is  rated  a  Category  1  building,  which 
acknowledges  that  the  building  is  at  least  40  years  old,  is  judged  to  be  of  individual  importance,  and  is 
rated  excellent  in  architectural  design  or  rated  very  good  in  both  architectural  design  and  relationship  to 
the  environment.  The  proposed  Market  Street  Office  Building,  closest  to  the  SF  Mart  Building,  would 
have  a  base  height  of  65  feet  at  both  the  Market  and  Tenth  Street  frontages.  This  base  height  would  be 
consistent  with  building  heights  along  Market  Street  and  would  be  compatible  with,  and  would  not 
detract  from,  the  SF  Mart  Building  and  would  not  have  a  demonstrable  effect  on  the  SF  Mart's  setting. 
For  the  above  reasons,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  effect  on  historic 
architectural  resources.  Accordingly,  there  will  be  no  discussion  of  this  issue  in  the  EIR. 

C.       OTHER  -  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City 
departments  other  than  the  Planning 
Department  or  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection,  or  from  regional,  state,  or  federal 

agencies?  _  X 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Memorandum  Re:  1455  Market  Street,  Block  3507, 
Lot  39,  Case  No.  2003.0262E,  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Request,  July  9,  2003. 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Plan 
Final  EIR,  Case  No.  2002.0805E  (SCH.  2001082084),  certified  September  18,  20O3,  p.  83.  A  copy  of  this 
report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th 
Floor. 
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D. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


1. 


Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if  mitigation 
measures  are  not  included  in  the  project? 


X 


X 


2. 


Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate 
significant  effects  included  in  the  project? 


X 


X 


The  following  mitigation  measures,  all  of  which  are  necessary  to  reduce  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
project  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  Measure  1:  Construction  Noise 

Contractors  shall  be  required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and 
muffling  devices. 

The  project  sponsor  shall  require  that  its  geotechnical  engineering  contractor  conduct  a  pre-construction 
assessment  of  existing  subsurface  conditions  and  the  structural  integrity  of  nearby  buildings  subject  to 
pile  driving  impacts  prior  to  receiving  a  building  permit.  If  recommended  by  the  geotechnical 
engineer,  for  structures  or  facilities  within  50  feet  of  pile  driving,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require 
ground-borne  vibration  monitoring  of  nearby  structures.  The  project  sponsor  shall  also  require  its 
construction  contractor  to  use  feasible  noise-reducing  pile  driving  techniques  if  nearby  structures  are 
subject  to  pile  driving  noise  and  vibration.  These  techniques  may  include  pre-drilling  pile  holes 
(depending  on  soil  type)  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth,  installing  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  on  pile 
driving  equipment,  vibrating  piles  into  place  when  feasible,  and  installing  shrouds  around  the  pile 
driving  hammer  where  feasible. 

At  least  48  hours  prior  to  pile-driving  activities,  the  project  sponsor  shall  notify  building  owners  and 
occupants  within  200  feet  of  the  project  site  of  the  dates,  hours,  and  expected  duration  of  such 
activities. 

Mitigation  Measure  2;  Construction  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition, 
excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per 
day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other 
such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least 
once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 

Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable 
water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  that  the 
contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project 
sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to 
minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on 
idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation 
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of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for 
much  of  the  construction  period. 

Mitigation  Measure  3:  Water  Quality 

a.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  shall  follow  the  recommendations  of  the 
geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation  with  the  Bureau 
of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  regarding 
treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge  to  the  combined  sewer  system. 

b  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  shall  be  retained  in  a  holding 
tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the  Bureau  of 
Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 

c.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain  sediment  traps 
in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the 
combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental 
Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Mitigation  Measure  4;  Hazardous  Materials 

In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials,  USTs,  and  soil 
and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  project  sponsor  shall  enter  into  a  remedial 
action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  pursuant  to  Health  and  Safety  Code 
Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  project  sponsor  shall  undertake  the  following  work  and  any 
additional  requirements  imposed  by  the  DPH  under  the  agreement. 

a.  A  Phase  II  investigation  shall  be  performed  to  evaluate  soil  and  groundwater  quality  at  the  site 
as  a  result  of  former  operations  at  the  site  and  in  the  site  vicinity.  Soil  and  groundwater  should 
be  evaluated  for  the  presence  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  metals,  VOCs,  semi-VOCs,  and 
polynuclear  aromatic  hydrocarbons  (PAHs  or  PNAs). 

b.  A  site  mitigation  plan  shall  be  developed  to  address  any  contaminated  soil  and/or  groundwater, 
USTs,  or  other  hazardous  materials  identified  during  the  Phase  II  investigation  or  subsequent 
demolition  activities. 

If  deemed  necessary  by  DPH,  all  impacted  materials  shall  be  mitigated  prior  to  construction. 
'  Soils  with  elevated  petroleum  hydrocarbon  or  lead  concentrations  may  require  excavation  and 
off-site  disposal.  Soils  with  elevated  petroleum  hydrocarbon  or  lead  concentrations  shall  be 
disposed  of  off-site  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste  disposal  regulations  (CCR 
Title  26)  or  shall  be  managed  in  place  with  approval  of  the  California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substances  Control  or  the  RWQCB. 

If  the  Phase  II  assessment  results  in  earth-moving  activities  that  require  the  preparation  of  a 
Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  because  contaminated  soils  and/or  groundwater  may  be 
encountered,  in  addition  to  measures  that  protect  on-site  workers,  the  plan  shall  include 
measures  to  minimize  public  exposure  to  contaminated  soils.  Such  measures  would  include 
dust  control,  appropriate  site  security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of  warning 
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signs,  and  would  apply  from  the  time  of  surface  disruption  through  the  completion  of 
earthwork  construction. 

c.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  shall  conduct 
surveys  to  identify  any  asbestos  in  existing  buildings  or  building  materials.  At  a  minimum, 
these  surveys  shall  identify  any  asbestos-containing  materials  that  would  require  removal  and 
disposal  prior  to  demolition.  These  surveys  shall  be  completed  by  a  state  registered  inspector 
or  a  similarly  qualified  individual. 

d.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  shall  conduct 
surveys  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous  materials  (e.g.,  asbestos,  lead-based  paint,  PCBs, 
mercury)  in  existing  buildings  or  building  materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys  shall 
identify  any  hazardous  materials  that  would  require  removal  and  disposal  prior  to  demolition. 
These  surveys  shall  be  completed  by  a  state  registered  inspector  or  a  similarly  qualified 
individual. 

e.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure  shall  be  provided  to 
the  DPH  and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  DPH.  When  all  hazardous  materials  have  been 
removed  from  existing  buildings  and  soil  and  groundwater  analysis  and  other  activities  have 
been  completed,  as  appropriate,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  and  DPH  a  report  stating  that  the  mitigation  measure  has  been  implemented.  The 
report  shall  describe  the  steps  taken  to  comply  with  the  mitigation  measure  and  include  all 
verifying  documentation.  The  report  shall  be  certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor 
or  a  similarly  qualified  individual  who  states  that  all  necessary  mitigation  measures  have  been 
implemented. 

f.  Should  elevated  levels  of  contamination  remain  at  the  site,  a  deed  notification  shall  be  required 
for  the  project  site  along  with  a  DPH-approved  Cap  Maintenance  Plan.  The  deed  notification 
is  to  be  recorded  on  the  deed,  prior  to  DPH  issuing  a  "No  Further  Action"  letter  for  the  project 
site. 

Mitigation  Measure  5;  Archaeological  Resources 

Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archaeological  resources  may  be  present  within  the  project  site, 
the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the 
proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the 
services  of  a  qualified  archaeological  consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban 
historical  archaeology.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  implement  the  archaeological  research 
design  and  treatment  plan  (ARD/TP).  The  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an  archaeological 
monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The  archaeological 
consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this  measure  and  with  the  requirements  of  the 
project  archaeological  research  design  and  treatment  plan  (Archeo-Tec,  Draft  Archaeological  Research 
Design/Treatment  Plan,  Tenth/Market /Mission  Mixed  Use  Project,  June  26,  2003)  at  the  direction  of 
the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  In  instances  of  any  inconsistency  between  the  requirements 
of  the  project  archaeological  research  design  and  treatment  plan  and  of  this  archaeological  mitigation 
measure,  the  requirement  of  this  latter  shall  prevail.  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant 
as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall 
be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to  revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archaeological 
monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the 
project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.    At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of 
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construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible  means  to 
reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archaeological  resource  as 
defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archaeological  Testing  Program.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  ERO 
for  review  and  approval  a  final  archaeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The  archaeological  testing  program 
shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved  ATP.  The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of 
the  expected  archaeological  resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed 
project,  the  testing  method  to  be  used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the 
archaeological  testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of 
archaeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any  archaeological  resource 
encountered  on  the  site  constitutes  a  historical  resource  under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archaeological  testing  program  the 
archaeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archaeological  resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in 
consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant  shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted. 
Additional  measures  that  may  be  undertaken  include  additional  archaeological  testing,  archaeological 
monitoring,  and/or  an  archaeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant 
archaeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed 
project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the  significant 
archaeological  resource;  or 

A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that  the  archaeological 
resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance  and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is 
feasible. 

Archaeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant 
determines  that  an  archaeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented  the  archaeological 
monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 

•  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope 
of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing  activities  commencing.  The 
ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant  shall  determine  what  project  activities 
shall  be  archaeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils-  disturbing  activities,  such  as 
demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work, 
driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require  archaeological 

^    monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources  and  to 
their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for  evidence 
of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify  the  evidence  of  the  expected 
resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an 
archaeological  resource; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a  schedule 
agreed  upon  by  the  archaeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in  consultation 
with  project  archaeological  consultant,  detennined  that  project  construction  activities  could 
have  no  effects  on  significant  archaeological  deposits; 
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•  The  archaeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples  and 
artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archaeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archaeological  monitor  shall  be  empowered  to  temporarily  redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is 
evaluated.  If  in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archaeological 
monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an  archaeological 
resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  shall  be  terminated  until  an  appropriate  evaluation  of  the 
resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the  ERO.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall 
immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the  encountered  archaeological  deposit.  The  archaeological 
consultant  shall  make  a  reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the 
encountered  archaeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to  the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archaeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archaeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the  ERO. 

Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archaeological  data  recovery  program  shall  be  conducted 
in  accord  with  an  archaeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The  archaeological  consultant,  project 
sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft 
ADRP.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall 
identify  how  the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the 
archaeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what  data  classes  the 
resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable 
research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical 
property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods 
shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archaeological  resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies,  procedures,  and 
operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and  artifact 
analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post-field  discard 
and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive  program  during 
the  course  of  the  archaeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archaeological  resource 
from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any 
recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation  facilities, 
and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the  curation  facilities. 
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Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of  human  remains 
and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any  soils  disturbing  activity  shall 
comply  with  applicable  slate  and  federal  laws.  This  shall  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the 
human  remains  are  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American 
}leritage  Commission  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Public  Resources  Code 
Section  5097.98).  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall  make  all  reasonable 
effons  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and 
associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement 
should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated 
funerary  objects. 

Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft  Final 
Archaeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any 
discovered  archaeological  resource  and  describes  the  archaeological  and  historical  research  methods 
employed  in  the  archaeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information 
that  may  put  at  risk  any  archaeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within 
the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California 
Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  copy  and  the  ERO 
shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis 
division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any 
formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  instances  of  high  public 
interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report 
content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES 

The  EIR  will  discuss  alternatives  to  the  project  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  any  significant 
environmental  effects.  At  the  least,  the  EIR  will  include  the  following: 

•  No  Project  Alternative 

•  Reduced  Program  Alternative  that  could  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  significant  adverse 
effects. 
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- .  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


Yes      No  Discussed 


Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the 
habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or 
wildlife  population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels, 
threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community, 
reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or 
endangered  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  imponant 
examples  of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 
pre-history?  i 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short- 
term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental 
goals?  I 


Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects 
which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects, 
other  current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.) 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 
human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly? 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


3.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY: 

1  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures  in  the 
discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

1  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
X       ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


)ATE:       /t  T^CCi^ 


P^uJ^alizer 

•Em'ironmeniaTRe^i^'  Officer 
For 

Gerald  Green 
Director  of  Planning 
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